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THE U.S. FOREST SERVICE:
TAKING A CHAIN SAW TO SMALL BUSINESS

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 4, 2000

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS,
Washington, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m., in room
SR-428A, Russell Senate Office Building, the Honorable Michael
Enzi presiding.

Present: Senators Burns, Enzi, and Crapo.

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE MICHAEL B. ENZI,
A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM WYOMING

Senator ENzi. I will call to order this meeting of the United
States Senate Committee on Small Business. The topic today is the
U.S. Forest Service: Taking a Chain Saw to Small Business. I
would like to thank Chairman Bond and his staff for their tremen-
dous help in making this hearing possible. Through his Commit-
tee’s leadership we hopefully will be able to shed new light on the
workings of the U.S. Forest Service and will be able to begin the
necessary steps to increase the agency’s accountability to American
small businesses.

I am looking forward to hearing what the participants will have
to say today. I feel they have important stories that for far too long
have been pushed aside in the rush by many national organizations
to dominate public policy on Federal Public Lands.

As a former small business owner myself, I can personally attest
to the huge impact the Forest Service can have on the economies
of Wyoming and on other western communities—on our homes, our
schools, the communities that are built in and around the forest.
Our income often depends on being able to access these lands in
order to harvest trees, minerals, natural gas, and other important
resources. We use the forests to heat our homes, to graze our sheep
and cattle, and for visitors.

At the same time, one of our Nation’s best resources for restoring
forest health, the private small business sector, has been effectively
shut out and denied access to their own public lands. Over the last
decade Federal timber harvests nationwide have decreased by 75
percent.

Now I hear the statistics about how much money comes in from
recreation and how much less the money is that comes in from tim-
ber. We used to do both of those. We used to get the revenue from
both of those, but there has been a 75-percent decrease in one of
them. Because most of the larger, more successful forest products
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companies rely on their own private source of timber, the decrease
in timber sales has directly impacted small, family-owned and op-
erated companies. And while this important source of timber has
consistently dwindled, the demand for wood in the United States
has continued to increase.

The near elimination of Federal timber harvest in the West has
created a void in the market that has been filled by two main
sources: timber harvested on private lands in the Southeast United
States and lumber imported from Canada and other foreign coun-
tries. We are probably eliminating some important animals in
other countries.

As a result of this trend, private landowners in the Southeast are
now overharvesting in order to meet the current demand for wood
products, and imports from Canada now exceed 35 percent of our
domestic lumber supply. Once again it is the small logging, hauling
and sawing companies that have not been able to involve them-
selves in these new market sources.

The same effect can be felt in other industries as the Forest
Service continues to substitute paperwork for land management.
Ranchers who lose vital grazing leases find themselves with no re-
maining recourse but to subdivide and sell their third-generation
ranches to developers so that urban sprawl has taken the place of
elk and antelope.

Other witnesses will discuss the impact on recreation and how
the Forest Service is shutting down outfitters and guides. We will
even hear how this agency has impacted the publishing industry by
forcing the price of paper to jump dramatically in just the past
year.

Could all of these threats have been avoided? No. There are al-
ways risks in any business, but while most businesses have control
over at least some of the elements of their success or failure, those
small businesses that are forced to work with the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice too often have found themselves on the outside of any planning
process that could affect their future.

One prime example that I believe demonstrates the Forest Serv-
ice’s serious neglect of small business involvement can be found in
the way the agency has painfully avoided complying with the Regu-
latory Flexibility Act, or RFA, in the development of its Proposed
National Forest System Land and Resources Management Plan,
the Forest Transportation System Administration, and in Roadless
Area Conservation regulations.

Over the past several years the General Accounting Office and
the Forest Service have worked to assess the Forest Service’s ineffi-
ciencies and lack of accountability as it manages our National For-
ests. Together, these agencies have identified a weak decision-
making process and failure by the Forest Service to develop the
strategic long-term goals.

One would think that an agency, struggling like the Forest Serv-
ice is to develop an adequate planning process and to increase its
accountability and performance, would embrace a statute like the
Regulatory Flexibility Act. The RFA clearly lays out an analytical
process for determining how to best achieve public policy objectives
without unduly burdening small businesses.
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The Forest Service, however, has gone out of its way and has
performed all sorts of regulatory gymnastics to keep small busi-
nesses out of its decisionmaking process. I believe the Forest Serv-
ice has attempted to twist the law and to abdicate its responsibil-
ities under RFA by dividing or bifurcating its rulemaking process
so that its rules fall within two allowable exceptions to completing
a Regulatory Flexibility Analysis.

It was not the intention of Congress to allow Federal agencies to
use bureaucratic rulemaking equivocation to circumvent its duties
to small business. When Congress established the RFA, it did so
with the goal that small businesses have a voice in the rulemaking
process so that those who could least afford the layer upon layer
of regulatory burdens could help find a less onerous method of ac-
complishing the agency’s goals.

I will not place all of the blame for this situation on this agency,
but must state that if the agency is operating within its legal
bounds to twist the process so that it can ignore its small business
constituents, then I believe Congress should step forward to amend
the RFA to close any loophole that may exist. It was not our inten-
tion for the Forest Service to be unaccountable and we must ensure
that this situation is corrected.

I would argue, however, that the U.S. Forest Service is account-
able and that the agency is failing in its statutory duties under the
RFA to consult with small businesses in the development of its
rules and regulations, and that the Forest Service has failed to fur-
ther comply with the statute by failing to develop less onerous al-
ternatives that do not sacrifice economic stability. You may be as-
sured I will investigate this issue further.

In closing, I must state that I do not believe a healthy forest and
a healthy economy are mutually exclusive. In fact, I would go so
far as to say that healthy forests and healthy economies are inter-
dependent and that without a strong local economy, the U.S. Forest
Service will find itself unable to meet the demands that will be
placed on the agency in the next century.

[The prepared statement of Senator Enzi follows:]
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Opening Statement of Senator Michael B. Enzi
United States Senate Committee on Small Business
"U.S. Forest Service: Taking a Chain Saw to Small Business"
October 4, 2000

I would like to thank Chairman Bond and his staff for their tremendous help in making this
hearing possible. Through this committee’s leadership we, hopefully, will be able to shed new
light on the workings of the United States Forest Service, and will be able to begin the necessary
steps to increase the agency’s accountability to American small businesses. I am looking
forward to hearing what our participants will have to say today. I feel they have important
stories that, for far too long, have been pushed aside in the rush by many national organizations
to dominate public policy on Federal Public Lands.

As a former small business owner myself, I can personally attest to the huge impact the Forest
Service can have on the economies of Wyoming and other Western communities. Our homes,
schools, and communities are built in and around Forest Service lands. Our income often
depends on being able to access these lands in order to harvest trees, minerals, natural gas, and
other important resources. We use the forests to heat our homes, to graze our sheep and cattle, to
escort visitors for recreation, and if we don’t directly use the forest, we sell goods and services to
people who do. Forest Service policies, therefore, can have a tremendous effect on whether
Western communities live or die.

To put this issue into perspective, the United States Forest Service controls approximately 9
percent, or about 192 million acres, of the total US land base. More than half of the standing
volume of softwood timber (the kind used for construction, furniture, etc.) is on federal forest
lands, most of which is currently growing in Western National Forests. With proper
management, these forests could become a significant habitat for wildlife while anchoring a
.stable rural economy. The Forest Service, however, has neglected its stewardship to the point
where there are now serious doubts about the future heaith of our federal forest lands and rural
economies are on the brink of collapse.

As far as forest health goes, the year 2000 fire season will be recorded as one of the worst

* catastrophic wild fire seasons in the history of the United States. More than 10,000 square miles,
or in other words, a four-mile wide strip from Washington, DC to San Francisco, burned. Many
of these lands were on our National Forests.

At the same time, one of our.nation’s best resources for restoring forest health, the private small
business sector, has been effectively shut out and denied access to their own public lands. Over
the last decade, federal timber harvests nationwide have decreased by 75%. Because most of the
larger, more successful forest products companies rely on their own private source of timber, the
decrease in timber sales has directly impacted small, family-owned and operated companies.
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And while this important source of timber has consistently dwindled, the demand for wood in the
United States has continued to inerease. The near elimination of federal timber harvest in the
‘West has created & void in the market that has been filled by two main sources: (1) timber
harvested on private lands in the southeast United States and (2) lumber imported from Canada
and othcr forcign eountries. As a result of this trend, private landewners in the southeast are now
over-harvesting in order to meet the current demand for wood products, and imports from
Canada now exceed 35% of our domestic lumber supply. Once again, it is the small logging,
hauling and sawing companies that have not been able to involve themselves in these new market
SOUTCes.

The same effect can be felt in other industries as the Forest Service continues to substitute
paperwork for land management. Ranchers who lose vital grazing leases find themselves with
no remaining recourse but to subdivide and sell their third-generation ranches to developers so
that urban sprawl has taken the place of elk and antelope. Other witnesses will discuss the
impact on recreation and how the Forest Service is shutting down outfitters and guides. We will
even hear how this agency has impacted the publishing industry by forcing the price of paper to
jump dramatically in just the past year.

Could all of these threats have been avoided? No. There are always risks in any business, but
while most businesses have control over at least some of the elements of their success or failure,
those small businesses that are foreed to work with the US Forest Service too often have found
themselves on the outside of any planning process that could affect their future.

One prime example that I believe demonstrates the Forest Service’s serious neglect of smatl
business involvement can be found in the way the agency has painfully avoided complying with
the Regulatory Flexibility Act or RFA in the development of its Proposed National Forest
System Land and Resource Management Planning’, Forest Transportation System
Administration?, and Roadless Area Conservation® regulations,

Over the past several vears, the General Accounting Office and the Forest Service have worked
to assess the Forest Service’s inefficiencies and lack of accountability as it manages our National
Forest lands. Together, these agencies have identified a weak decision-making process and
failure by the Forest Service to develop strategic long-term goals.* One would think that an
agency, struggling like the Forest Service is to develop an adequate planning process and to
increase its accountability and performance, would embrace a statute like the Regulatory
Flexibility Act. The RFA clearly lays out an analytical process for determining how to best
achieve public policy objectives without unduly burdening small busi The Forest Service,

! Fed Reg Pp. 54073-54112 [FR Doc. 99-25666] (Oct. §, 1999)
? Fed Reg Pp. 11680-11683 [FR Doc. 00-5001] (March 3, 2000)

3 Fed Reg Pp. 30287-30308 [FR Doc. 00-1 1305] (May 10, 2000)

4 GAO/RCED-97-71 Forest Service Decision Making
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however, has gone out of its way and has performed all sorts of regulatory gymnastics to keep
small businesses out of its decision-making process.

Federal agencies are required by the Regulatory Flexibility Act to review each rule and
regulatory proposal to determine whether the rule will have a "significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities." If such an impact is likely to occur, the agency is required
to prepare and make available for public comment an "initial regulatory flexibility analysis." As
a part of this analysis document, agencies are required to identify alternatives to the proposed
rule or regulation that could accomplish the same regulatory objectives with a reduced economic
impact to small entities. The only exception allowed is if the agency can certify that the rule
will not have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities. If an
agency makes this kind of certification, the agency is required to provide a factual basis for the
determination, or else it must prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis.

In its Annual Report of the Chief Counsel for Advocacy on Implementation of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act covering Fiscal Year 1999, the United States Smail Business Administration
Office of Advocacy stated, quote: "By mandating this analytical process, the RFA seeks to
ensure that agencies understand not only the industries they are regulating, but the potential
impact of their regulations on small entities before it becomes too late to pursue alternative
measures.” Meaningful input from the small business community is a crucial element of this
process. The SBA report continues to state that, "The RFA is premised on the concept that when
an agency undertakes a careful analysis of its proposed regulations — with sufficient small
business input, - the agency can, and will, identify any disproportionate economic impact on
small businesses. Thus, once an agency realizes the impact that a rule will have on small
businesses, the RFA expects that the agency will seek alternative measures in order to reduce or
eliminate the disproportionate burden on small businesses without compromising public policy
objectives. The RFA does not require special treatment for small businesses, nor regulatory
exceptions for small businesses. Rather, it mandates an analytical process for determining how
best to achieve public policy objectives without unduly burdening small business."

The Forest Service, however, has attempted to twist the law, and to abdicate its responsibiliﬁes
under the RFA by dividing or bifurcating its rule making process so that its rules fall within the
two allowable exceptions to completing a regulatory flexibility analysis.

The Forest Service claims its actions are exempt from this statute because its proposed
regulations do not have a substantial impact on smail businesses because they would not
"directly regulate small businesses®," and that they in no way affect any existing requirements
applicable to small entities. Under this theory, the agency argues its proposed rules are designed
te direct Forest Supervisors as they develop individual Forest Plans and that any limitations to
small businesses are only imposed solely by the Forest Plans which, the agency further argues,
are not rules or regulations, even though the plans are required by statute and have a legally

5 Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for the Proposed Rule on Roadless Area Conservation, April 26, 2000 p. 2.
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binding effect on all future forest activities’. What the Agency fails to do, however, is explain
what happened in this entire convoluted process to its accountability to small business as
required by the RFA.

It was not the intention of Congress to allow federal agencies to use bureaucratic, rule making
equivocation to circumvent its duties to small business. When Congress established the RFA, it
did so with the goal that small business have a voice in the rule making process, so that those
who could least afford the layer, upon layer of regulatory burdens could help find a less onerous
method of accomplishing the agencies goals.

When I fook at the many forest plans, regulations, policies and rules promulgated by the US
Forest Service I can help but wonder, where in any of their processes does the agency

demonstrate its accountability to small businesses? It isn’t present in its rule making, it isn’t
present in its forest plans, and it definitely isn’t present in its current policy implementation.

T will not place all of the blame for this situation on this agency, but must state that if the agency
is operating within its legal bounds to twist the process so that it can ignore its small business
constituents, then I believe Congress should step forward to amend the RFA to close any

5 InaGAO legal opinion regarding the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) RFA compliance with regulations
promulgated pursuant to the Clean Water Act, the GAO explained that the courts have held consistently that agencies may
properly certify no regulatory flexibility analysis is necessary when the agencies determine the rule will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial number of small entities that are subject to the requirements of the rule. Michigan v. EPA,
No. 98-1497, 2000 U.S. App. LEXIS 3209 (D.C. Cir. Mar. 3,2000); American Trucking Ass’ns. Inc. v. EPA, 175 F.3d
1027, 1045 (D.C. Cir), reh’z eranted in part, denied in part, 195 F.3d 4 (D,C, Cir. 1999), cert. granted, 68 U.S.L.W. 3724 (U.S.
May 22, 2000) (No. 99-1257); Motor & Equip. Mfrs. Ass'n V. Nichols, 142 F 3d 449, 467 (D.C. Cir. 1998); United
Distribution Cos. V. FERC, 88 F.3d 1105, 1171 (D.C. Cir. 1996); Mid-Tex Elec. Coop., Inc, v. FERC, 773 F.2d 327,342
D.C. Cir. 1985).

The courts have also determined that "Congress did not intend to require that every agency consider every indirect
effect that any regulation might have on small businesses in any stratum of the national economy.” Mid-Tex Elec. Coop., Inc. v.
FERC, 773 F.2d 327, 343 (D.C. Cir. 1996).

In the above d cases, the i by the agencies in question regulated an intervening third
party. As such the agencies did not have a direct control over the implementation of the rule on small entities. In the case of the
EPA, the agency used the regulations to establish standards for states, which in turn issued state regulations that directly
regulated small entities. In the case of FERC, the agency regulated a large business that in turn collected increased rate
payments by smaller wholesalers. Where an intervening third party would have discretion over the many variables directly
impacting small entities and the agency action does not directly regulate small entities and the agency, therefore, can properly
certify that a regulatory flexibility analysis is not needed.

In the case of the Forest Service, however, there is no intervening third party. The agency has complete control of all
of the variables involved in the rulemaking and implementation process. While the proposed planning and proposed
transportation rules may arguably be sufficiently separate from the implementation process in that they do not directly "affect
any existing requirements applicable to small entities,” Southwestern Pennsylvania Growth Alliance v. Browner, 121 F.3d 106,
123 (3d Cir. 1997), the proposed Roadless Conservation Area rules and individual forest plans are agency statements “of
general or particular applicability and future effect designed to implement, interpret, or prescribe law or poticy or describing the

izati dure, or practice i of [the] agency. . ." See § USC 551(4) definition of "a rule."

Because the proposed Roadless Conservation Area rule directly prohibi ivities in areas desi d as unclassified
roads, and the individual forest plans carry the full effect of law once they are properly established and regulate the type and
scope of activities on specific federal lands, the agency cannot claim that these actions fall outside of the scope of the RFA.

To allow the agericy to use creative regulatory construction to avoid its statutory obligations to the RFA would violate
the intent of Congress in establishing the RFA.
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loophole that may exist, It was not our intention for the Forest Service to be unaccountable and
we must ensure this situation is corrected.

I would argue, however, that the United States Forest Service is accountable, and that the agency
is failing in its statutory duties under the RFA to consult with small businesses in the
development ofiits rules and regulations, and that the Forest Service has failed further comply
with the statute by failing to develop Iess onerous alternatives that do not sacrifice eeonomic
stability. You may be assured that I will investigate this issue further.

In closing, I must state that I do not believe a healthy forest and a healthy economy are mutually
exclusive. In fact, I would go so far as to say that healthy forests and healthy economies are
interdependent, and that without a strong local economy, the United States Forest Service will
find itself unable to meet the demands that will be placed on the agency into the next century.

HEH
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Senator ENz1. I defer to Senator Crapo.

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE MICHAEL D.
CRAPO, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM IDAHO

Senator CRAPO. Thank you very much, Chairman Enzi, and I
have a full statement which I will submit for the record and I will
try to make my remarks brief.

I thank the Small Business Committee and Chairman Bond for
allowing this important issue to be addressed before this Com-
mittee. It may be unusual for many people to see the Small Busi-
ness Committee examining forest policies but as you will see today,
there is a very direct impact and a critical issue that is now very
evident.

We know that, in the past, the Forest Service policies have had
a negative impact on small businesses throughout the Nation. It is
my hope that, through efforts such as this hearing and others, the
Forest Service can be made accountable for fulfilling its mission
while allowing interested stakeholders to effectively participate in
the policymaking process.

In Idaho we have more than 20-million acres of National Forest
land, which is 10 percent of the National Forest System. Everytime
that the Forest Service issues and carries out a proposal, busi-
nesses in Idaho will be affected. There is no way around that.

But what we can strive for is a process whereby the Forest Serv-
ice actively engages those people who are affected by its land
management policies in order to foster active environmental stew-
ardship of our public lands and resources without harming the
economy.

Today that type of cooperation between the Forest Service and
the small businesses is absent. As stated in the Small Business Ad-
ministration’s Office of Advocacy statement on July 17, 2000, to the
Forest Service which, Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit for the
record:

The public has an interest in knowing the potential economic impact of a par-
ticular proposed regulation.. . . Providing the public with a complete economic
analysis that fully discloses the potential impact of the action and considers less
burdensome alternatives not only complies with the requirements of the RFA, it also

complies with the basic tenets of sound public policy that balance conflicting inter-
ests.

The Federal Regulatory Flexibility Act, the RFA, of 1980 which
was later strengthened by the passage of the Small Business Regu-
latory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996, directs government agen-
cies to conduct a series of analyses describing the impact of a
proposed rule if it will have a significant economic impact on a sub-
stantial number of small entities.

As a result, agencies must determine whether a rule is expected
to have a significant economic impact on small businesses. It is ap-
parent that the Forest Service has repeatedly acted in a manner
that contradicts the law of the land. It has failed to adequately and
accurately account for the direct or indirect financial or other ef-
fects that a proposed action would have on small businesses.

For example, on May 10, 2000, the Forest Service published a
proposed rule on Roadless Area Conservation. Unbelievably, the
Forest Service has argued that this proposed rulemaking would not
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have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of
small businesses and therefore that it is not required to comply
with the requirements of the Small Business Regulatory Enforce-
ment Fairness Act.

Again citing the Office of Advocacy’s letter to the Forest Service,
“case law and the facts support a finding that the impact of the
proposal is indeed direct, not indirect,” as the Forest Service ar-
gued. Therefore, the RFA necessitates total compliance by the For-
est Service.

In this example, the Forest Service’s Initial Regulatory Flexi-
bility Analysis did not adequately address the issue of economic im-
pact. A full, detailed economic analysis of the impact of the Forest
Service’s policies should be completed prior to the finalizing of any
such proposals.

This roadless proposal reaches far and wide, but other policies
pursued by the Forest Service challenge the resolve of small busi-
nesses on a daily basis. Among many others, the recreation, timber,
logging, ranching and mining industries have been imposed upon
Wiich the onerous burden of defending themselves against these
rules.

From national policies such as the roadless rule, draft transpor-
tation plan, strategic plan, and the cost recovery rule, to regional
and local plans, the Forest Service is showing a disregard for the
impact of its policies on small businesses. The Federal Government
has an obligation to ensure that its policies will not have an un-
warranted effect on individuals. The Forest Service is not meeting
that obligation.

Although the Forest Service may contend that many of its poli-
cies are a result of other environmental laws like the Endangered
Species Act or the Clean Water Act, I disagree. Closing access may
be the easiest way to comply with outside factors, but it is not the
right way to do it. It may take more effort but the Forest Service
should and can work together with interested parties to address
both environmental and economic concerns.

I want to thank the witnesses for your participation in this hear-
ing and look forward to your testimony. Your input based on your
personal experiences will be particularly helpful as we further in-
vestigate this issue.

I also want to thank Senator Craig and Senator Thomas for their
participation in this hearing. As chairman of Senate Subcommit-
tees, which have jurisdiction over these issues, I look forward to
their insight on these issues. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
| [The prepared statement and attachment of Senator Crapo fol-
ow:]
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Statement of Senator Michael D. Crapo
United States Senate Committee on Small Business
*U.8. Forest Service: Taking a Chain Saw to Small Business”
October 4, 2000

Thank you to the Small Business Committee and Chairman Bond for altowing this important
issue to be addressed before this Committee. We know that, in the past, Forest Service
policies have had a negative impact on small businesses throughout the nation. it is my
hope, that through efforts such as this, the Forest Service can be accountable for fulfilling its
mission, while allowing interested stakeholders to effectively participate in the policy making
process.

In Idaho, we have more than twenty million acres of national forest land—10 percent of the
National Forest System. Every time the Forest Service issues and carries out a proposal,
businesses in Idaho will be affected. There is no way around that. But what we can strive
for is a process whereby the Forest Service actively engages those people that are affected
by its land management policies in order to foster active environmental stewardship of our
public lands and resources without harming the economy.

Today, that type of cooperation between the Forest Service and small businesses is absent.
The efforts of the Forest Service to ignore the concerns of small businesses must end. As
stated in the Small Business Administration’s Office of Advocacy July 17, 2000, statement to
the Forest Service, which | would like to submit for the record, “The public has an interest in
knowing the potential economic impact of a particular proposed regulation.....Providing the
public with a complete economic analysis that fuily discloses the potential impact of the
action and considers less burdensome alternatives not only complies with the requirements
of the RFA, it also complies with the basic tenets of sound public policy that balance
conflicting interests.”

The federal Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) of 1980, which was later strengthened by the
passage of the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREFA) of 1996,
directs government agencies to conduct a series of analyses describing the impact of a
proposed rule if it will have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small
entities. As a result, agencies must determine whether a rule is expected to have a
significant impact on small businesses. it is apparent that the Forest Service has repeatedly
acted in a manner that contradicts the law of the land. It has failed to adequately and
accurately account for the direct or indirect financial or other impact a proposed action would
have on small businesses.

For example, on May 10, 2000, the Forest Service published a proposed rule on Roadless
Area Conservation. The Forest Service has argued that this proposed rulemaking would not
have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small businesses and,
therefore, is not required to comply with the requirements of SBREFA. Again, citing the
Office of Advocacy's letter to the Forest Service, “case law and the facts support a finding
that the impact of the proposal is indeed direct, not indirect,” as the Forest Service argued.
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Therefore, the RFA necessitates total compliance by the Forest Service.

in this example, the Forest Service’s Initial Regulatory Flexibility analysis (IRFA) did not
adequately address the issue of economic impact. A full, detailed economic analysis of the
impact of the Forest Service's policies should be completed prior to finalizing any proposals.
t am confident that such an analysis would clearly demonstrate that the proposed policies
represent severe economic ramifications for small businesses in various regions of the
country. Furthermore, these real complications should and can be avoided by sustaining the
implementation of the rules currently pending, and offering sensible altematives.

This roadless proposal reaches far and wide, but other policies pursued by the Forest
Service challenge the resolve of small businesses on a daily basis. Among many others, the
recreation, timber, logging, ranching, and mining industries have been imposed with the
onerous burden of defending themselves against these rules. In other words, small
businesses are completely blocked from the rulemaking process and then forced to fight big
government. Big government against small businesses? Who do you think is going to win?
I think the Forest Service is banking on this.

From national policies such as the roadless rule, draft transportation plan, strategic plan, and
the cost recovery rule to regional and local plans the Forest Service is showing a disregard
for the impact of its policies on small businesses. Even in the manner that the Forest
Service fought the fires it did not take into consideration impacts on small business. The
federal government has an obligation to ensure that its policies will not have an unwarranted
effect on individuals. The Forest Service is not meeting this obligation.

Aithough the Forest Service may contend that many of its policies are a result of other
environmental laws, like the Endangered Species Act or Clean Water Act, | disagree.
Closing access may be the easiest way to comply with outside factors, but its not the right
way to do it. It may take more effort, but the Forest Service should and can work together
with interested parties to address both environmental and economic concemns.

Clearly, the involvement of affected parties throughout the decision-making process is

required to ensure that decisions -are made in the best interests of all involved. if we work
together and acknowledge the importance of everyone’s view we can develop a solution
where everyone wins, not the lowest common denominator solutions the current NEPA
process fosters.

I want to thank the witnesses for their participation in this hearing and look forward to your
testimony. Your input based on your personal experiences will be particularly helpful as we
further investigate this issue. | also want to thank Senator Craig for his participation in this
hearing. As Chairman of the two Senate subcommittees with jurisdiction over the U.S.
Forest Service, | look forward to his insight into this issue.
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Office of Advocacy

July 17, 2000

VIA ELECTRONIC &
REGULAR MAIL

Hilda Diaz-Soltero

Associate Chief

United States Department of Agriculture
Forest Service

Washington, DC

Email: roadlessdeis@fs.fed.us

Dear Ms. Diaz-Soltero:

As stated in previous correspondence on this issue, the Office of Advocacy of the U.S. Small
Business Administration (SBA) was established by Congress under Pub. L. No. 94-305 to
represent the views of small business before federal agencies and Congress. Advocacy is also
required by §612(a) of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) (5 U.S.C. 601-612) to monitor
agency compliance with the RFA. In that Advocacy is an independent office within SBA, the
comments provided are solely those of the Office of Advocacy and do not necessarily reflect the
views of SBA.

A Brief Review of RFA Compliance Requirements
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

The RFA requires agencies to consider the impact that a proposed rulemaking will have on
small entities. If the proposal is expected to have a significant impact on a substantial number of
small entities, the agency is required to prepare an initial regulatory flexibility analysis (IRFA)
describing the reasons the action is being considered; a succinct statement of the objectives of,
and legal basis for the proposal; the estimated number and types of small entities to which the
proposed rule will apply; the projected reporting, recordkeeping, and other compliance
requirements, including an estimate of the small entities subject to the requirements and the
professional skills necessary to comply; all relevant Federal rules which may duplicate, overlap,
or conflict with the proposed rule; and the significant alternatives that accomplish the stated
objectives of the of the statues and that minimize any significant economic impact of the
proposed rule on small entities. 5 U.S.C § 603. The analysis or a summary of the analysis must
be published with the proposal for public comment.

Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
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When an agency issues any final rule, it must prepare a final regulatory flexibility analysis
(FRFA) when a rule will have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small
entities. The FRF A must discuss the comments received, the alternatives considered and the
rationale for the final rule. Specifically, each FRFA must contain a succinct statement of the
need for and objectives of the rule; a summary of the significant issugs raised by public
comments in response to the IRFA; a summary of the agency’s assessment of such issues and a
statement of any changes made in the proposed rule as a result of such comments; a description
and an estimate of the number of small businesses to which the rule will apply or an explanation
of why no such estimate is available; a description of the projected reporting, recordkecping and
other compliance requirements of the rule, including an estimate of the classes of small entities
that will be subject to the requirement and the types of professional skills necessary for the
preparation of the report or record; and a description of the steps the agency has taken to
minimize the significant economic impacts on small entities consistent with the stated objectives
of applicable statutes, including a statement of the factual, policy and legal reasons for selecting
the alternative adopted in the final nule, and the reasons for rejecting each of the other
significant alternatives. In complying with the provisions of section 603 and 604 of the RFA, an
agency may provide either 2 quantifiable or numerical description of the effects of a proposed
rule or alternatives to the proposed rule, or more general descriptive statements if quantification
is not practicable or reliable. 5 U.S.C. § 607.

Certification in Lieu of a Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

_ If the proposed or final rulemaking is not expected to have a significant economic impact ona
substantial namber of small entities, 5 USC §605 of the RFA allows an agency to certify a rule,
in lieu of preparing an IRFA or FRFA. If the head of the agency makes such a certification, the
agency shall publish such a certification in the Federal Register at the time of the publication of
the general notice of proposed or final rulemaking for the rule dlong with a statement providing
the factual basis for the certification. See 5 U.S.C. §603(b).

The Propesed Rulemaking

Because of the nature of this rule; the Office of Advocacy consistently maintained in its pre~
proposal comments to the Forest Service (FS) that certification was inappropriate from a public
policy standpoint. On May 10, 2000, FS published a proposed rule in the Federal Register, Vol.
65, No. 91, p.30276 on Special Areas; Roadiess Area Conservation. The purpose of the
proposal is to protect the environmental resources in national forests by prohibiting road
construction and reconstruction in most inventoried roadless areas of the National Forest
System and require the evaluation of roadless area characteristics in the context of overall
multiple-use objectives during land and resource management plan revisions. The intent of the
rulemaking is to provide lasting protection in the contexi of multiple use management for
inventoried roadless areas and other unroaded areas within the National Forest System. Jd.

Prior to the proposal, the Office of Advocacy worked with FS in an effort to assist FS with RFA
compliance. Throughout the process, FS has maintained that it believed that the proposed
rulemaking would not have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of smail
businesses. FS has also contended that the proposed rule does not directly regulate small entities
and, therefore, an IRFA was not necessary. Nevertheless, FS prepared an Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) at Advocacy’s request. Because FS did not have sufficient economic
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information to prepare a complete IRFA, Advocacy advised FS to include a list of questions in
the IRFA to solicit from the public information on the economic impacts of the proposal. FS
complied with this request also.(1) See, Fed. Reg. at 30285-30286.

FS Should Abandon Its Assertion that the Rule Does Have 2 Direct Impact on Small
Entities

As stated above, FS has consistently asserted that a regulatory flexibility analysis is not required
since the proposal does not have a direct impact on small entities. It is Advocacy’s
understanding that the basis of the assertion is that the proposal establishes procedures, and
nothing more, to be followed in local forest planning processes. Local FS offices will maintain
the authority to determine the actual forest plan; hence national FS is not directly regulating
small entities. Consequently, a regulatory flexibility analysis is not required.

Advocacy acknowledges that there is case law that states that the RFA only requires an agency
to perform a regulatory flexibility analysis of small entity impacts when a rule directly regulates
them. However, Advocacy asserts that the cases are inapplicable to FS’ proposal. If anything,
the case law and the facts support a finding that the impact of the proposal is indeed direct, not
indirect.

The primary case on the consideration of direct versus indirect impacts for RFA purposes in
promulgating regulations is Mid-Tex Electric Co-op Inc. v. FER.C., 249 U.S. App. D.C. 64,
773 F.2d 327 (1985). In Mid-Tex Electric Co-op Inc. v. F.ER.C., FERC ruled that electric
utility companies could include in their rate bases amounts equal to 50% of their investments in
construction work in progress (CWIP). In promulgating the rule, FERC certified that the rule
would not have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities. The
basis of the certification was that virtually all of the utilities did not fall within the meaning of
the term small entities as defined by the RFA. Plaintiffs argued that FERC’s certification was
insufficient because it should have considered the impact on wholesale customers of the utilities
as well as the regulated utilities. The court dismissed the plaintiffs’ argument and concluded that
an agency may certify that no RFA analysis is necessary when it determines that the rule will not
have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities that are not subject
to the requirements of the rule. Id. at 64.

The US Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia applied the holding of the Mid-Tex case
in American Trucking Associations, Inc. v. U.S. E.P.A,, 175 F.3d 1027, 336 U.S.App.D.C. 16
(D.C.Cir., May 14, 1999) (hereinafter ATA). In the ATA case, EPA established a primary
national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for ozone and particulate matter. At the time of
the mlemaking, EPA certified the rule pursuant to 5 USC § 605(b). The basis of the certification
was that EPA had concluded that small entities were not subject to the rule because the

NAAQS regulated small entities indirectly through the state implementation plans (SIPs). Id.
Although the Court remanded the rule to the agency, the Court found that EPA had complied
with the requirements of the RFA. Specifically, the Court found that since the States, not EPA,
had the direct authority to impose the burden on small entities, EPA’s regulation did not directly
impact srmall entities. The Court also found that since the states would have broad discretion in
obtaining compliance with the NAAQS, small entities were only indirectly affected by the
standards. Id.

~ In Mid-Tex, compliance with FERC’s regulation by the utilities would have a ripple effect on
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customers of the small utilities. There were several unknown factors in the decisionmaking
process that were beyond FERC’s control like whether utility companies had investments, the
number of investments, costs of the investments, the decision of what would be recouped, who
would the utilities pass the investment costs onto, etc. In this instance, FS is the ultimate
decision-maker and its decisions will have a direct effect on known small entities that have
profited from multiple use of FS’ lands in the past or which planned to profit from the resources
in the future.

Likewise, this matter is distinguishable from the ATA case. Unlike the ATA case, wheré EPA
was setting standards for the States to implement under state regulatory authority, FS is
developing a framework for the local/regional FS offices to use in adopting multiple use plans
for national forests. The fact that it is a local office of FS versus the national office of FS is
inconsequential. In either event, FS will implement the rule, not a third party entity. Regardless
of where the office is located, FS is making the ultimate decision of whether a road will or will
not be constructed. The proposed rule clearly states that roads may not be constructed or
reconstructed in the unroaded portions of inventoried areas of the National Forest System
unless the road is needed for public safety, for environmental response or restoration, for
outstanding rights or interests protected by statute or treaty, or to prevent itreparable resource
damage. See, Section 294.12, Fed. Reg ., p. 30288,

Direct Impacts on Small Entities

Moreover, small entities will be directly affected as a result of FS” decisions. The word "direct”
is defined as "to regulate the activities or course of action thereof, stemming immediately from a
source, cause, Or reason; operating without agency or step..." {2) Small entities that already
operate in national forests will have their operations seriously curtailed. (FS recognizes that the
majority of these entities are small.) These and others, like the construction companies that build
the roads, may have developed their business plans based on expectations of continued access
and as a result of previously published FS plans. These impacts need to be evaluated. FS has
some data already that would allow it to do so. For example, according to Tables 4 and 6 of the
IRFA, the proposal estimates that there will be a 45% reduction in forest harvest in the Manti-
Lasal National Forest alone in Utah. Other forests, such as Dixie (Utah) and Shoshone
(Wyoming) will experience reductions in harvest that exceed 20%. In Montana, the Helena
Forest will experience a reduction in total harvest volume of 12%. In those same areas of the
country, FS controls more than 50% of the forested land base.(3) For example, FS controls
52.3% of forested land in Montana; 66.6% of the land in Wyoming; and 68.5% of the forested
Jand in Utah.{4) Considering the vast amount of area owned by the FS, moving to or procuring
from another location to harvest or process natural resources may be unrealistic or a short term
solution. The end result of this proposal may be the ultimate demise of small businesses and
small governmerstal jurisdictions that rely on the resources.

Advocacy recognizes that there is a substantial public policy interest in maintaining the natural
beauty of the national forests and protecting the environmental resources found in the national
forests. However, just these few examples indicate that the overall impact of this initiative could
be economically devastating to many small busi . The high per ge of reduction,
combined with the fact that FS owns such a high percentage of the land in some sreas, indicates
that this rule may have a direct economic effect that cannot be recouped at other locations by
the small entities that rely on them. Since the FS has some data, and will receive additional data
from the comment period, it is not plausible for FS to continue to maintain that the proposal will
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not have a direct effect on small entities.(5)
Information Provided By the Public Must Be Addressed in the FRFA

At the time of the proposal, FS asserted that they could not perform a complete IRFA because it
lacked sufficient economic information about the economic impacts on the industry. Because its
information was insufficient, FS provided a list of questions in an attempt to obtain the
necessary information from the public. In reviewing the comments from the public, Advocacy
hopes that FS will give full consideration to the information provided by the industry in response
to FS" solicitation for additional information and perform an analysis that reflects 1) the impact
on small entities that had access to resources that will have limited or no access after the
rulemaking; 2) the impact of the regulation on small entities that were relying on future activities
that will not occur as a result of the regulation; and 3) the impact of the regulation on activities
outside of the FS lands (i.e. small communities).

3

Since our ¢ are being d prior to the close of the comment period, we cannot
comment on the full scope of the information that FS may receive from the public regarding the
economic impacts of this rule. However, we have received some information from the industry
about potential impacts. The early information received indicates that the impact may in fact be
significant. For example, representatives of the timber industry, which FS acknowledges is
primarily dominated by small busi assert that FS controls 73.3% of the saw timber in
Montana; 80 8% of the saw timber in Wyoming; and 85.4% of the timber volume in Utah {§) In
the IRFA, FS asserts that the reduction in harvest as a result of this rule could range from 1 to
8% depending on the location(7). Fed. Reg. at 30286, Considering the high dependence on FS
timber in certain areas, a ! to 8% reduction could be economically significant. If not, FS needs
to provide data showing why it is not economically significant to support its conclusion in the
FRFA.

Moreover, the mining industry has indicated that the proposal disallows mining on 43 miflion
acres of federal land. It asserts that more than $7 trillion dollars of coal and metal resources will
be placed off limits by the proposed rule.(8) If this is not correct, then FS must explain why
these resources will still be available and the approximate costs of obtaining access to the
resources in areas where road construction and reconstruction is prohibited.

Economic effects such as these cannot be ignored. These early numbers indicate that the impact
may indeed be significant. FS needs to explain why they are not significant and provide this
information to the public. On the other hand, if the analysis indicates that the impact is indeed
significant, Advocacy asserts that FS must fully address this in the FRFA and possibly repropose
the rule.

Alternatives Provided By Public Must be Given Full Consideration

The RFA requires an agency to consider alternatives to the proposal and provide a statement of
the factual, policy and legal reasons for selecting the alternative adopted. 5 USC §605. If a
reasonable alternative is provided from a member of the public, the agency must give it its full
consideration, In its testimony before the House Subcommittee on Rural Enterprises, Business
Opportunities, and Special Small Business Problems, the Northwest Mining Association
suggested the alternative of allowing temporary roads, on an as needed basis, with either natural
or affirmative reclamation. While Advocacy acknowledges that it is not an expert in forest
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planning, this seems like an alternative in allows harvesting of natural resources while assuring
that the forests are not permanently damaged or irreparably harmed. At least the mitigating
impacts of this alternative should be carefully analyzed.

Northwest Mining’s suggestion is only one of what may be several strong alternatives offered by
the public as a less burdensome solution to the problem. Failure to fully address alternatives that
may provide a workable solution to the problem may violate the RFA and raise questions as to
whether the agency actions were arbitrary and capricious. If challenged, a court may find that
FS$’ treatment of alternatives was insufficient.

In addition, Advocacy believes that FS should require local FS planners to require local F§
planners to perform an RFA analysis in drafting future forest plans that implement this
rulemaking to assure that the implementation minimizes the economic impact while achieving
the goal of preserving the environment. RFA compliance will provide the public with
information necessary to participate fully in the rulemaking process and possibly provide
suggestions as to ways that may make implementation less costly.

Conclusion

The Office of Advocacy recognizes the importance of protecting the environment, conserving
our national forests, and preserving the natural beauty of the area. However, there is also a
significant public interest in allowing access to natural resources in order to preserve our
economic base. The potential economic impact of this proposal on small businesses and small
communities could be devastating. Prior to implementing such a rule, FS should make every
attempt to understand fully the economic impact of its actions and to find less burdensome or
mitigating alternatives. In the alternative, it should explain fully why these alternatives will not
help FS achieve its environmental objectives. As Advocacy has stated on several occasions, the
requirements of the RFA are not intended to prevent an agency from fulfilling its statutory
mandate. Rather, it is intended to assure that the economic impacts are fairly weighed and
considered in the regulatory decision making process.

The public has an interest in knowing the potential economic impact of a particular proposed
regulation. As the court stated when remanding a rule to the agency in Northwest Mining v.
Babbitt, "While recognizing the public interest in preserving the environment, the Court also
recognizes the public interest in preserving the rights of parties which are affected by
government regulation to be adequately informed when their interests are at stake and to
participate in the regulatory process as directed by Congress."Supra. at 13. Providing the public
with a complete economic analysis that fully discloses the potential impact of the action and
considers less burdensome alternatives not only complies with the requirements of the RFA, it
also complies with the basic tenets of sound public policy that balance conflicting interests.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. If you have any questions, please
feel free to contact us. Please place a copy of these comments in the record.

Sincerely,
Jere W. Glover

Chief Counsel
Office of Advocacy
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Jennifer A. Smith

Assistant Chief Counsel

for Economic Regulation &
International Trade

Brian Headd
Economist

Cc: Charles Rawls
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7. On the surface, the percentages in the IRFA summary appear 10 be inconsistent with the tables found in the
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8. Testimony of Laura Skauer, Northwest mining Association
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Senator ENZI. Senator Burns.

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CONRAD BURNS,
A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM MONTANA

Senator BURNS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to
thank Senator Thomas and Senator Craig for coming this morning.
We sit together on the Energy and Natural Resource Committee
and of course our dialog with the Forest Service is ongoing about
every time we have a Committee hearing.

Just to give you an idea on how the relationship between Con-
gress and the Forest Service and also the local people that live in
communities in and around our National Forests has deteriorated,
yesterday in Interior Appropriations we eliminated the funds for
the second time for the assistant secretary of agriculture that is in
charge of the Forest Service, and for good reason. It is just an indi-
cation of the erosion in the communications between the Forest
Service that is here in this town and the foresters on the ground
in our different communities.

I believe it is vitally important that we focus specifically on how
these policies that are set by the Forest Service are hurting our
businesses in and around our forests.

Whenever there is a change proposed for the use of public land,
we always have to do an EIS, an environmental impact statement.
Well, we can turn environmental into economic and that is going
to have to be done, too, in order to give an overall view of the ef-
fects these decisions have on this country.

People are being put out of work and today we are going to see
real people with real faces that have real concerns about their busi-
nesses and the people who work in those businesses.

We are small businesses in Montana. Ninety-nine percent of our
businesses in Montana are 100 employees or less. So we know what
it is like. New rules have reduced the amount of timber harvested
from our public lands by over 90 percent in the last 10 years. New
rules have blocked new roads from being built. New rules have re-
duced grazing allotments on public lands. The current rules have
punished our outfitters and guides and left them with virtually no
economic stability.

I want to give you an example and it is sitting right here. This
is from a tree that lies 50 feet off the road. It is dead. It died of
pine bark beetle and there are thousands and thousands of board
feet available within a rope’s throw of a road that can be harvested
to keep our mills alive and lumber flowing for our consumers.

There have been no plans, none at all, no effort made by the For-
est Service in order to deal with this situation. And this log, this
piece, comes from just a few miles from where American Timber
shut down their mill this last year. It went out of business early
this year and now we have another mill that is not very far away
from it that is cutting back on their employees.

This is letting a natural resource just go to waste. Not only do
we not have access to the resource but also our infrastructure and
the base of employees has also eroded and pretty soon those folks
will be gone.

So I will submit my full statement, Mr. Chairman. I am glad
that Jim Hurst is here today from up in Eureka country. I prom-
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ised him one thing, that we would have him out of here so he
would be home to watch his son play football on Friday night, and
we are going to do that.

I thank you for having this hearing and my congratulations to
Senator Bond for facilitating it.

[The prepared statement of Senator Burns follows:]
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Opening Statement of Senator Conrad Burns
Committee on Small Business
Hearing entitled
“The U.S. Forest Service: Taking a Chainsaw to Small Business”
" October 4, 2000

First, ] want to thaok the Small Business Conmittee for finally holding this
hearing. I originally requested this spring that we investigate the impact of
proposed Forest Service policy changes on our small business entities. 1
understand that Forest Service policy is not the type of subject we generally
address in this committee, but we have a very important issue before us today. I
know that many of my colleagues share my concern that the ongoing changes in
the Forest Service are devastating our small businesses.

In my home state of Montana, 92% of our businesses are truly small, less
than 100 people. I know just how important these mom-and-pop operations are to
our communities. They. are the lifeblood of the rural communities and support the
way of life we treasure. Since nearly 30% of Montana’s land base is under public
ownership, these Montana small businesses have no choice but to rely on
opportunities on federal land and they are directly affected by Forest Service
policies that limit economic activity.

As most of you know, I also sit on the Senate Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources. In that committee we have investigated many of the policies of
Forest Service, but I believe it is vitally important that we focus specifically on
how these policies are hurting small business. I firmly believe it is small business
that shoulders much of the burden.. Unfortunately, I don’t believe we have
focused enough on the human impact on caused by the Forest Service’s neglect of
its duty te provide economic opportunity off of our forest lands.

People are being put out of work by these rules, and they need our help. I
- wish having this hearing would fix the problem, but I’ve been here long enough
to know this is another piece in the puzzle. We have a big problem in front of us
and fixing it will take some doing. 1am glad that we are educating another
Committee and another group of people. It is the only way we can help people
understand how many small business owners, employees, families and
communities are negatively impacted every year because the Forest Service
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continues to create a rules with no regard for their economic impact in rural
America.

New rules have reduced the amount of timber harvested from our public
lands by over 90% over the past 10 years . New rules have blocked new roads
from being built. New rules have reduced grazing allotments on public land, and
curtent rules have punished our outfitters and guides and left them with virtually
no economic stability.

I am extremely glad Jim Hurst could join us here today to talk about what
these rules mean to his home town. Jim is a good friend and [ have witnessed the
personal pain he has felt as he has struggled to make payroll in a bitter economic
environment. He can explain to you how we have waiched as Montana timber
mills have closed one by one, and how it feels to tell your friends and neighbors
who have worked with you for years that their jobs are gone. Jim is a man who is
dedicated to his family and to his community, and I know for a fact the only
reasons he came all the way out here to be with us is that we assured him his
testimony would make a difference.

Secondly, we promised him that he’d be home in time for his son’s football
game. I can appreciate that, and all T ask of us today is that when Jim goes to that
football game this weekend and the loggers and mill workers who are his friends
ask him about going to Washington, I just want him to be able to look them in the
eye and tell them it made a difference. I want him to tell them that the Senators
here today uynderstand the problem with the Forest Service and we are dedicated to
making things better. I think that is the least we can do for him.
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Senator CRAPO. So this hearing is going to go till Friday after-
noon?

Senator BURNS. Yes, we are going to be here until we get it all
ironed out. Did you bring a lunch?

Senator ENzI. I want to thank everybody who is participating
today. I particularly want to thank this first panel, our distin-
guished colleagues from the committee of jurisdiction. We are han-
dling a very small part of the issue, the small business issue. Of
course, in each of your States small businesses actually, by Federal
definition, would probably be about 98 percent of the businesses, so
it is not that small a part of the economy. We have a lot of discus-
sions in this Committee here about what small business is and 500
employees seems pretty big to us in Wyoming.

It is my pleasure to welcome the Senior Senator from Wyoming,
Senator Thomas, and the Senior Senator from Idaho, Senator
Craig. Senator Thomas, would you like to begin?

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CRAIG THOMAS, A UNITED
STATES SENATOR FROM WYOMING

Senator THOMAS. All right, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

First of all, I want to thank you for having this hearing. I appre-
ciate it very much. All of us are concerned, of course, about these
issues and the impacts that Forest Service policy has on small
business and indeed on all we do in our States.

Both Senator Enzi and Senator Craig and I were in Billings,
Montana, with Senator Burns recently and heard these kinds of
things very directly as they related to the fire damages, and so on,
so I think it is great to do this.

Obviously all of us are concerned about this issue. The preserva-
tion of the resource is, of course, very high on all of our agendas.
I grew up right outside the Shoshone National Forest in Cody, Wy-
oming, and I am very glad the forest is there and I want to work
to protect it the best that I can. Certainly the first purpose is to
do that but the second is to allow the owners of that forest to par-
ticipate in it, to enjoy it, to have access to it, and I think that is
really what we are talking about here.

This administration has moved steadily toward cutting off access.
Whether it is the EPA, whether it is the White House Council on
Environmental Quality, whether it is the Department of the Inte-
rior, whether in this case it is the Department of Agriculture, I
think clearly there has been an overt movement to reduce access
to these lands.

All of us here this morning, of course, understand the importance
of public land access. In our State 50 percent of the State belongs
to the Federal Government. It is higher than that in some of your
States. So it has a great deal of impact on all of us and what we
do and on our economy, of course.

We recognize that these lands are in different Federal ownership
categories. I happen to be chairman of the National Parks Sub-
committee. Park lands are operated differently. We have wilder-
ness areas that are operated differently. But the point I want to
make is that many national forest lands are multiple use lands and
that is what they were designed to be and indeed can be if they,
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I think, if they are managed properly. I am talking about hunting,
hiking, visiting.

You know, it was interesting when the roadless proposal came
up, the kinds of people that you heard from. You would think first
of all it might be those who had direct economic interest, and so
on. Not so. For example, we had veterans associations concerned
about how people with handicaps were going to be able to visit
their forests and those kinds of things. So I think the impact is
very broad and it is very important to consider how best to manage
these resources.

I think the policies from the Forest Service certainly need some
review. We have sought to do that. Since 1998 the agency has pro-
posed a number of management regulatory changes. Just to name
a few, the National Forest System Road Management and Trans-
portation System Policy—that is all one title. Forest planning regu-
lations, roadless area reviews, Strategic Plan for Government Per-
formance and Results Act, final interim rule on roadless areas, fuel
reduction policy, draft environmental impact statement for Interior
Columbia Basin, ecosystem management project, cost recovery for
special use applications, unified Federal policy for insuring a wa-
tershed approach to Federal lands, to name a few. And I think one
of the difficulties is that these have not always been related to one
another and worked in a cooperative kind of way but have sort of
been thrown out there.

I was particularly, I guess, impressed and negatively impressed
with the roadless proposal. This policy came from Washington in
kind of an announcement to apply to all lands. At the same time,
each of the forests has their own forest study, which they do peri-
odically for their own forest plan, which would have been the log-
ical way to take a look at roadless areas but, instead, that was de-
clared from here. We went to the meetings. I went to some of the
meetings that people were interested in. There were really no de-
tail available to the people who came to a so-called hearing and
they had no chance to really react.

So these are the kinds of things that I think ought to be changed.
I believe these policies have been largely implemented and run by
the assistant secretary over in the Department of Agriculture—not
by the professional foresters—and that is too bad. Small businesses
are involved, of course, in recreation, in tourism, in guiding and
hunting and ranching and forestry, mineral exploration, all these
kinds of things, which are very important to our economy.

So Mr. Chairman, I do think all of us need to take a look at how
we can better implement Forest Service policies, how we can take
some of the regulatory burden off small business, how we can pro-
vide more access to these public lands for the various kinds of uses
and, at the same time, protect the resources.

I appreciate what you are doing and thank you for the oppor-
tunity to be here.

Senator ENzI. Thank you.

Senator Craig.
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE LARRY CRAIG, A UNITED
STATES SENATOR FROM IDAHO

Senator CRAIG. Chairman Enzi, thank you very much. Let me
also thank Senator Crapo and Senator Burns.

I also want to commend Chairman Bond for allowing the Small
Business Committee to hold these hearings on the role of the U.S.
Forest Service in dealing with small business. I am especially
pleased to be joined here at the table this morning with Senator
Craig Thomas, who has played an active role with me, as has Sen-
ator Burns, on a variety of committees that have jurisdiction over
the U.S. Forest Service.

Since 1995, I have chaired the Subcommittee on Forest and Pub-
lic Land Management of the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, Mr. Chairman. That Subcommittee has primary jurisdic-
tion over the programs and operations of the U.S. Forest Service.
During the 104th Congress and in the current Congress, I also
chair the Subcommittee on Forestry, Conservation, and Rural Revi-
talization of the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. So I have had the opportunity, as chairman of those two
Subcommittees, to look at the broad jurisdiction and also the nar-
row focus that we have given to the U.S. Forest Service.

During those chairmanships I and many of you have joined with
me, have held over 100 oversight hearings on the programs and po-
lices of the U.S. Forest Service. As it relates to the interests of this
Committee and the subject of this hearing, our oversight record
suggests two fundamental conclusions.

First, the U.S. Forest Service is likely the single most important
agency affecting small businesses in the rural areas of my State
and all of your States and most of the western States of the United
States. The Forest Service’s programs and policies essentially de-
termine the success or failure of logging, road maintenance and
other land management service contractors. The Forest Service ba-
sically controls the marketplace for recreation outfitters, hunting
and fishing guides, visitor concessionaires and resort owners de-
pendent upon the use of the national forests. The economic health
of small service establishments in public lands dependent commu-
nities is inextricably tied to the national forests and the sur-
rounding area.

In short, while other Federal agencies like the Small Business
Administration have programs to help these businesses, the Forest
Service determines the future of these businesses.

My second conclusion is that there is not an agency in the Fed-
eral Government that is less sensitive to the needs of small busi-
ness. The Forest Service operates in a milieu of constant conflict
among powerful, national interest groups over resource manage-
ment direction and priorities. Small business entities are poorly or-
ganized, diverse in their views, and generally are ignored in the on-
going debate.

Worse, the Forest Service has moved actively to minimize and,
in some cases, even eliminate the limited opportunities and consid-
erations that other Federal agencies routinely afford small business
interests to access and influence their programs.

For example, the agency has taken the position that its land and
resource management plans are not agency rules subject to the re-
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quirements of the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fair-
ness Act. The Forest Service persists with this unlawful and exclu-
sionary position notwithstanding clear case law to the contrary.
Clearly, the agency is of the view that it is up to small business
to petition the court to force the Forest Service to meet its obliga-
tions under the law.

Further, to say that the Small Business Impact and Regulatory
Flexibility Act analyses accompanying Forest Service rulemakings
are cursory would be to award the agency an unintended com-
pliment. These analyses are typically nonexistent. I have not re-
viewed a single Forest Service rule over the past 5 years which
contained an analysis of this sort which could withstand judicial
scrutiny. But here again, the agency is depending on the limited
means of small business to seek judicial intervention to correct a
constant pattern of lawlessness.

Any reasonable effort to complete these analyses would easily
highlight problems created for small business. For example, in the
case of recreational outfitters, the Forest Service has regulations
which severely constrain the ability of these small businesses to op-
erate in a reasonable business environment. Many visitors to the
public lands would not be able to enjoy them without the assistance
of outfitters and guides. The outfitters who provide important guide
services to visitors to our National Forests are required to have a
permit and to pay a share of their revenues to the Federal Govern-
ment. But these small businesses are not offered permits on a rea-
sonable, long-term basis. Rather, they must expend the time and
energy to secure their permit on an annual basis, subject to revoca-
tion at any time. You can imagine the impact such regulations
have on outfitters and guides when they try to get a loan to buy
new equipment or to sell their small businesses.

Perhaps most troubling have been the reports that, through pro-
grams like the Recreation Fee Demonstration Program, the Forest
Service has attempted to supplant small businesses with govern-
ment enterprises. The Recreation Fee Demonstration Program is a
pilot effort which allows the Forest Service to charge recreation
user fees for some sites and retain those fees for agency purposes.
We have received a number of complaints from concessionaires that
the Forest Service is using this authority to drive their businesses
away from the most popular Forest Service recreational sites so
that they can be managed for the agency’s financial gain instead
of the concessionaire or the local business person. As a result of
these complaints, we have so far refused to make this fee collection
authority permanent, pending further oversight.

Lastly, unlike other Federal agencies—for instance, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency—that manage large programs that im-
pact small businesses, the Forest Service has neither appointed a
small business liaison within the agency, nor assigned this respon-
sibility to any office within the agency. Indeed, I believe your hear-
ing will uncover evidence that there is very little sensitivity to, or
understanding of, the needs of small businesses anywhere in the
U.S. Forest Service.

As one outcome of the hearing, I would like to work with this
Committee to assure that we are successful in creating an inde-
pendent Office of Small Business Advocacy within the Forest Serv-
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ice itself. That office should be given the opportunity and the re-
sponsibility to approve both Small Business Impact and Regulatory
Flexibility Act analyses before any final regulation leaves that
agency.

Again, Mr. Chairman, those are my views based on the experi-
ence we have had in examining this agency upside down and inside
out for the last good number of years. So I hope that once again
your effort and this Committee’s efforts will expose what some of
us have known and what we hope the country can understand—
an agency now that pays little attention to the responsibility it has
had and has within the law to the small communities that sur-
round it.

It is tragic to me that somehow in the mix of what has happened
over the last decade the word commercial value is of disdain on the
lips of the U.S. Forest Service. But it is today and as a result of
that the biases that I think are reflected in the actions they have
taken are clearly anti-business, anti-small business, and therefore
anti-West and anti-rural America. Thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator ENzI. Thank you very much. I thank each of you for your
testimony this morning. I particularly thank you for the leadership
that you demonstrate on this issue every day. I want to again
thank you for taking time out of your busy day to testify and also
your agreement to take the results from this hearing and use them
for your work on this issue. Thank you very much.

Now while the second panel is taking their place at the table I
will do a brief introduction, but I have to mention that the three
of us that are here today are in our home States almost every
weekend traveling a different part of the State, talking to people
that are actually dealing with the problems. This is a delightful
panel because these are the people that we talk to when we are in
our respective home States. They give us some good, common-sense
ideas for things we can do; which we bring back here. The usual
reaction is “That is too simple; it will not work.” But we manage
to complicate them. We have some people here that will give some
of those on-the-ground opinions.

We have Jim Hurst, who is the president of Owens & Hurst
Lumber Company of Eureka, Montana. We have Joel Bousman,
who is a cattle rancher from Boulder, Wyoming, and the regional
vice president of the Wyoming Stockgrowers Association. We have
Del Tinsley, who is the owner and publisher of the Wyoming Live-
stock Roundup in Casper, Wyoming. Mr. Tinsley is also a member
of the Advisory Board for the University of Wyoming College of Ag-
riculture in Laramie, Wyoming. And we have Al Bukowsky, who is
the owner/operator of Solitude River Trips in Salmon, Idaho.

Mr. Hurst.

STATEMENT OF JIM HURST, PRESIDENT, OWENS & HURST
LUMBER CO., INC., EUREKA, MONTANA

Mr. HURST. Senators, thank you for inviting me. My name is Jim
Hurst. I own and operate a small mill in Eureka, Montana, where
I have been a life-long resident.

To get directly to the point, the impact of current and proposed
U.S. Forest Service policies and regulations are and will continue
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to be devastating to small timber-related companies and the rural
communities where they are located unless changes are made soon.

Please note that I speak not only for my company but for my em-
ployees and a significant number of the residents of Eureka and
Lincoln County, Montana. We offer a dire picture of what the For-
est Service is doing to small businesses and families in our commu-
nity.

Last Thursday I was forced to lay off approximately 60 percent
of my workforce. A copy of my lay-off notice stands before you.

[The notice follows:]
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- Y
Crew List for Single Longside Shift
Effective 10/2/00

Because of continned poor market conditions and an insufficient supply of green logs, as
anticipated in our notice dated 7/12/00, Owens & Hurst will curtail operations to a single
longside shift starting 10/2/00. The work schedule for this shift will be Monday thru Thursday
starting at 6:00 a.m. and ending at 4:00 p.m. The following employees will be given their job
assignments and scheduled shifts by their supervisor:

Jerry Ambrose George Paine
Jim Butts Roger Pillsbury
Floyd Carvey Dave Purdy
Mark Fowler Greg Rieben
John Garrison Don Roberts
Tag Garrison Earl Russeil
Grant Hammond Steve Sanders
Rod Henderson Joel Sieler
Duard Johnson John Soderling
Buck Kessler Lamy Stevens
Scott Kirkedahl Jim Thompson
Larry Larson Andy Torres
Mick Lewis Dale VanBemmel
Mark Lund Craig VanDeHey
Tim Mikita Bill Vanleishout
Ron Morgan

If you are not on the above crew list and would like to work one day a week during the
layoff, you may sign up in the office. The signup sheet will be available in the office until
9/28/00 for work on Fridays starting 10/6/00. This will not disqualify you from receiving
unemployment benefits. We will post the phone number and all the information needed to apply
for unemployment benefits next week.

Larry n
LH/js
| m———————se P.O. BOX 1316 EUREKA, MONTANA 59617 TELEPHONE 408-298-3114 FAX §06-2068-2334 ammsesarnmmumsimanmmnn
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Mr. HURST. The names not on this list represent 60 jobs in a
small community where my firm was the largest employer. Forest
Service policies in conjunction with the likes of NEPA, the Endan-
gered Species Act, road obliteration mandates, etc., are primarily
responsible. As these anti-harvest measures intensified, coupled
with an onslaught of appeals by the environmental industry, our
forest, the Kootenai, has sold only 25 percent of historic levels. In
short, Federal dictates are literally sucking the blood out of rural,
timber-dependent communities in Montana.

We are a small independent mill. Our adversaries are big govern-
ment, big environmental organizations and big business, which
present us with a bit of a challenge to merely stay in business. As
I mentioned, harvest volumes from the forest have greatly de-
creased.

My instincts tell me that the system works like this. The big en-
vironmental groups influence big government to promote a zero or
reduced harvest. Big timber companies that have their own private
forests do not intervene because closing the National Forests to
timber removal increases the value of their own holdings. The re-
sult is the extermination of the small firms who have deep roots
in their communities.

An example of this is the closure of the American Timber Com-
pany. I attended its auction 2 weeks ago. That notice is here before

ou.
[The notice follows:]
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Commercial/Industrial Auctioneers

( AMERICAN TIMBER )
COMFPANY

Thursday, September 12-13, 2000
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Mr. HURST. When that family-owned small business closed after
54 years, 145 people lost their jobs. The auction sold what was left
for 2 cents on the dollar. Another independent company gone for-
ever and for no good reason, as we have clean air, clean water,
abundant wildlife and literally millions of acres of dead, down and
disease-infected timber that needs treatment—a resource that
could be processed into lumber for our Nation instead of providing
citizens with the annual Montana firestorm event.

Driving us out of business only enhances the opportunities for
big business to buy what U.S. Forest Service timber is offered at
bargain basement prices because of a lack of competition and would
provide big government an opportunity to ride in on a white horse
and offer to relocate us or retrain us. Problem is, many of us do
not want to leave. Many will stay and live in poverty rather than
leave their homes. I realize this may be a simplistic view but I be-
lieve it hits the mark.

I have a Native American friend who, when referring to the Fed-
eral Government’s treatment of rural Westerners, said, “You are
the new Indians. First they take away your land and your way of
life. Then they say, ‘Trust us.”” The fact is we do not trust our na-
tional government anymore and it is quite evident our government
does not trust us.

As far as we are concerned, the Federal Government has turned
its back on rural resource-dependent communities. It ignores the
locals who live, work, recreate in, care for and understand our
forests. Instead, the “Wizards of Washington” know what is best for
us. They allow massive build-ups of fuel in our forests, yet remov-
ing this fuel is currently not an option. Local, on-the-ground deci-
sionmaking would not allow this to happen.

Are Forest Service policies negatively affecting small business in
rural communities? You be the judge. The Montana Hunger Coali-
tion fact sheet states 14 percent of Lincoln County residents are
living in poverty; 28 percent are poor and at risk for hunger. And
that was before my lay-off.

Statewide, since 1994, Montana has led all 50 States in the rate
of increase in poverty. While poverty has been on the increase, the
rate of unemployment has been low. This is ludicrous in a State
with an abundance of natural resources and with a population will-
ing to work.

The report states that while Montanans are working harder than
ever, they nevertheless lead the Nation in the rate of increase in
poverty mainly because of a deterioration in wages in agriculture
arllod the extractive industries and an increase in low-wage sector
jobs.

I have brought with me letters from the mayors of Rexford and
Eureka, Montana, further describing the negative impact of Forest
Service policies on their towns. I hope you will include these letters
in the record of this hearing.

In Eureka, Montana, the U.S. Forest Service has an opportunity
to prove its worth. It can care for the land and serve the people
by immediately selling the estimated 150-million board feet of tim-
ber that have been burned within 15 miles of our town. Harvest
the trees while they have value and in the process, grind the limbs
and tops into the ground to stabilize the soil and also stabilize our
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way of life for another 3 to 4 years. A momentary stay of execution
until we can determine if sound science, reasonable decisions and
common sense will once again be the trademark of the U.S. Forest
Service. If no stay is forthcoming, I would personally prefer lethal
injection.

If nothing else, I would hope the Forest Service and the Federal
Government would look at small business with the realization that
some of their oversights and the intended and unintended con-
sequences of their actions are destroying us one by one. If nothing
is done to advance our cause, it should be noted that some day this
country will desperately need us, but we will not be here. Thank
you.

Senator ENzI. Thank you very much.

[A subsequent submission for the record from Mr. Hurst follows:]
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Mr. ENZI. Mr. Bousman.

STATEMENT OF JOEL E. BOUSMAN, CATTLE RANCHER, BOUL-
DER, WYOMING, AND REGIONAL VICE PRESIDENT, WYOMING
STOCKGROWERS ASSOCIATION, CASPER, WYOMING

Mr. BousMaN. Mr. Chairman, Members of this Committee, my
name is Joel Bousman and I am a cattle rancher and regional vice
president of the Wyoming Stockgrowers Association. My wife,
Susan, and I, along with our son, Jim, and his wife and daughter,
and our son, Cotton, operate a cattle ranch in western Wyoming.
My sons are the fifth generation of our family in the ranching busi-
ness in Sublette County. Our cattle ranch is an independently
owned and operated small family business.

After college I returned home to Boulder, Wyoming, and I bought
1,600 acres and the Federal grazing permits from my father. My
wife and I did the work and we started to build both our family
and our family ranch. In the summers we packed up the kids, the
tent and the lunch cooler and we all headed to work in the hay-
fields for the day. To make ends meet, we worked the ranch to-
gether as a family.

My children recognize that our family ranch is a real business
opportunity with high-stake risks. The Federal Government could
put us out of business with nothing more than the stroke of a pen.

Grazing on Forest Service land is critical to my operation. If you
will refer to the map up here, please, that is a map of Sublette
County in western Wyoming. (See Page 40.) Jackson Hole is just
to the northwest. Sublette County is about the size of the State of
Connecticut. Both shades of the green on the map are Forest Serv-
ice land. Yellow is administered by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, blue, the State of Wyoming, and the small amount of white
you see in the river corridors is the private land in Sublette Coun-
ty.
Sublette County is only 20-percent private property. Livestock
are on the private land during the winter and the spring until the
new grass begins to grow. The ranchers, with BLM permits, pas-
ture their cattle on the BLM land through June. Meanwhile, on all
the privately-owned land, the irrigated hay land, the crops are
being grown for the hay that is to be needed to get through the
next winter.

When the Forest Service range is ready for grazing in July, live-
stock are then herded into the higher mountain pastures until
early fall. Two hundred and thirty-eight head of our 350 mother
cows graze a common Forest Service allotment from July 1 till Sep-
tember 15.

If our ranch loses our forest permit we would have the option to
downsize our ranch or try to find other grazing land. If we
downsize our small business, we would not be economically feasible
and my sons would be unable to join me in my business. Pur-
chasing private pasture in this case 1s not a realistic option because
if you can see on the map, there is so little private land available
in the county where I live.

Another option would be for me to sell out to the highest bidder,
likely a subdivision developer. Our land is at the foot of the Rocky
Mountains and some of my neighbors have already chosen this op-
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tion. I could sell and try to move elsewhere to ranch or just retire.
I would have to give up my home in Boulder and the family busi-
ness I have created, and I would sacrifice my hope and my dream
to pass my family ranch on to my children.

The threat to my grazing permit is not due to negative range
conditions. I use scientific range monitoring. These lands are in
good condition. Rather, the threat is from Federal regulations. The
Forest Service often ignores the mandates from Congress to man-
age for balanced multiple use. Some of the nongrazing regulations
that are harmful to our business include the endangered species
regulations, the roadless initiative and Forest Service road policy
and the Forest Service planning process itself.

For example, 3 years ago on our ranch’s grazing allotment the
Wyoming Game and Fish and the Forest Service tried to restrict
grazing. Their plan was to reduce livestock grazing while placing
Colorado cutthroat trout in an intermittent stream. We were forced
to spend a great deal of time and effort with scientific experts and
fish biologists. Since the stream was intermittent, it had no water
in it part of the year. The scientific experts finally convinced the
fish biologists that fish cannot live without water. Can you imagine
that?

The time, energy and expense required to stay informed and re-
spond to so many regulations and proposals hurts my ability to im-
prove my operation. In the last year I estimate I have spent 15
working days and $1,700 responding to regulations.

What difference does it make if increased regulations force me
out of business? Critics of Federal lands livestock grazing fail to
mention how important private lands are for wildlife. Like live-
stock, the majority of wildlife survive the winter on private lands.
Ranchers provide winter forage, water and shelter for wildlife. Al-
most 100 percent of Wyoming moose make their winter home on
private land. When a ranch is forced out of business there is a pub-
lic cost, a public loss.

For discussion purposes, let us look at a conservation easement
that mandates no development. In Sublette County, a conservation
easement attached to a ranch will reduce the market value by 40
to 50 percent. The open space and the wildlife habitat—in other
words, the public value—would then be contained in the remaining
50 to 60 percent of the value of the ranch.

Six years ago my son Cotton, then 14 years old, came here to
Washington, D.C., to participate in a town meeting with President
Clinton. Cotton talked about the importance of Federal grazing
lands and the increasing costs imposed by government regulations
and specifically the nonfee costs.

Now, 6 years later, I am here testifying before this Committee
about the impact of Forest Service regulations that still are threat-
ening to take away both his dream and my hopes. Members of this
Committee, I can assure you this situation has not improved in the
last 6 years. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bousman follows:]
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QOgtober 4, 2000
Joel E. Bousman

P.O.Box 74
Boulder, WY 82923

Congressional Testimony

introduction

Mister Chairman, members of the Commitiee, my name is Joel Bousman and I am a cattle
rancher and regional vice-president of the Wyoming Stockgrowers Association. My wife, Susan,
and T along with our son, Jim, 23, and his wife and daughter, and our son, Cotton, 21, operate a
cattle ranch in western Wyorming, Sublette County. These sons of ours are the 5th generation of
our family in the ranching business in Sublette County and our granddaughter is the 6£h. Our
cattle tanch is an independently owned and operated small family business. The only outside labor
required is during the harvest season, when we put up native hay to feed our livestock through the
long winter,

After I graduated from college and returned home to Boulder, Wyoming, I took out my
first loan from the bank, and bought 1600 acres from my father. My wife and I did the work, as
we continued to build both our family and our family ranch. In the summers, we packed up the
kids, the tent, and a lunch cooler and all headed to work in the hayfields for the day. This was the
only way we could make ends meet, to work the ranch together as a family.

‘When my children reached high school, I took out another long-term investment loan and
Jbought 1800 acres, which more than doubled the size of our private property holdings. Our ranch
is still considered small in Wyoming. I knew the ranch would have to grow if 1 ever wanted my

children to be able to come join the family business. This was my hope, my dream.
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My children are growing up and have opportunities to go anywhere and make more
‘money than they can on oux; family ranch. The entire community is aging, and many kids simply
are not coming back home, Our kids are entrepreneurs; they are willing to take risks, and they
recognize that coming back home to work the family ranch is a real business opportunity with
high stake risks--the federal government could put us out of business with just a few strokes of
the pen.

USFS Grazing Critical

To understand why grazing on this USFS land is so important to my business, as well as
other family ranches in my community and across Wyoming, it is necessary to appreciate the inter-
mingling of land ownership and the interdependencies between them.

Figure 1. Sublette Co. WY Land Ownership

LEGEND
3 private
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BLM & State
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Sublette County, Wyoming, where I live, is only twenty percent (20%) private property.
This privately owned property is the irrigated cropland and a small portion of the upland pastures
in the county. Livestock typically remain on the private land from October 1, through the winter
months, until the new grass is established, in May. The ranchers, with BLM permits, will pasturé
their cattle or sheep on BLM land until the last part of June or the middle of July. During this
time, their privately owned, irrigated, cropland is growing the hay needed for the next winter.

Sometime in July, when the USFS range is ready for grazing, the livestock are herded to the

higher pastures and remain there until early fall, September 15/October 1.

Land Ownership May and June July - October October-April
Private Lands Growing Hay Growing Hay Feeding Hay
BLM Lands Grazing Resting Dormant
USFS Lands Resting Grazing Dormant

This is a natural cycle for our geographical area: Wintering the livestock on the lower
grounds (private property); early summer grazing on BLM land; mid to late summer grazing on
the higher mountain pastures (USFS land); while the ranchers finish growing and harvesting the
hay crops.

Since private land in Sublette County is minimal, it is a deciding economic fact that
ranchers must have a place to graze their livestock through the summer so that the ranchers can
produce the hay necessary to sustain the cows and sheep during the winter.

Grazing on land administered by the United States Forest Service (USES} is critical to our
cattle operation. Two hundred and thirty-eight (238) head, of our three hundred and fifty (350)-
mother cows, graze the pasture on a common USFS allotment, from July 1 through September

15.
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Utilizing this pasture on the USFS lands is not only critical to our family business but to
the agriculture econamy of our community and the entire state of Wyoming. Just in Wyoming,
there are seven-hundred and fifteen (715) permittees who are allowed one-hundred seventeen-
thousand (117,000) cattle and one-hundred forty-two thousand (142,000) sheep to pasture on six~
million four-hundred thousand (6,400,000) acres administered by the USFS. This constitutes a
very important contribution to the stability and vitality of Wyoming’s rural communities.

Another aspect that shows the importance of my USFS permit is my annual operating
toan. Every year, I borrow money from the bank to operate my business until I can sell my steer
calves in the fall, which is how I generate income. When the bank calculates the value of my loan,
they look at my ranch's potential to generate income. If the connection between my private land
and federal permits is broken, my potential to generate income will be severely limited and I
waould not be able to borrow the money to operate.

Options For My Business

If our ranch looses our permit to graze on the USFS land, we would have the options to
(1.) downsize our small family operation or (2.) try to find other grazing land. If we downsize,
our small business simply cannot remain economically feasible, my sons would be unable to join
me in the business, and to me this is not a realistic option. Finding other grazing land, purchasing
private pasture, for example, is a virtually impossible option in our area because, again, our
county is only 20% privately owned and little is available for lease.

Ore other option is for me to sell to the highest bidder, likely a subdivision developer.

Our land is at the foot of the Rocky Mountains and some neighbors already have chosen the

development route. I could do that and try to move my hing operation elsewhere or just

retire. With either of these options, I would have to give up my home in Boulder and the family
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business that I have created out of that home. Iwould also be sacrificing my hope to pass my
famnily ranch on to my children and my grandchildren, even as they already are beginning to take
the reins.

Non-grazing Regulations Threaten Grazing Permits

My USFS grazing permit, as well as the permits of my neighbors, in Wyoming and across
America, are severely threatened. This threat is not due to negative range conditions. Many
permittees participate in range monitoring and insist that this monitoring be scientifically valid.
These lands are in good condition. Rather, the threat is to non-grazing regulations that force us
to abandon our permits. The USFS often ignores the mandate from Congress; the mandate to
manage for balanced multiple use when creating these regulations. When I study the regulations,
there often seems to be a lack of sound science and credible data used in the regulatory process.

Some of these non-grazing regulations that have a harmful impact on our business include: .
threatened and endangered species regulations; the roadless initiative and Forest Service road
policy; and the USFS planning process.

Threatened and endangered species regulation. My family and I work hard to
conserve wildlife because it's part of the land that we love. Heavy handed, top-down government
regqilations, however, often have unintended consequences. Three years ago, on our ranch's
USFS allotment, there was an attempt by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department in conjunction
with USFS officials, to restrict grazing in a portion of our allotment. Their plan was to reduce
livestock grazing while placing Colorado Cutthroat trout in an intermittent stream. We were
forced to spend a great deal of time and effort with scientific experts and fish biologists. The

scientific experts finally convinced the fish biologists that fish can not live without water, and
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there was no water in the stream a part of the year. In this situation, cattle grazing had no effect
on fish habitat.

The Endangered Species Act, alone, has cost a neighboring sheep ranching family over
fifty-thousand dollars {$50,000) in actual loss of breeding sheep and market lambs to wolves and
grizzly bears during the past five years. The U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service endangered species

regulations override USFS management policies. This causes the USFS to manage for single

species as opposed to the date by Congress to for balanced multiple use.

Roadless initiative and Forest Service road policy. The proposed roadiess
initiative is much more complex than "just closing a few roads to protect the forest.” The threat
comes from how the Forest Service determines what is compatible with a "roadless
characteristic.” This initiative thus caries regulations that are a threat to my grazing allotment and
allotments throughout Wyoming. For example, fences, which are necessary for proper range
managemént and livestock distribution, may not be in accordance with a roadless characteristic,
and the fences would have to be removed. And then what would happen to the livestock?

The largest USFS allotment in the United States is located on the Upper Green River in
Sublette County Wyoming. Thirteen family ranches graze 7,596 head of cattle on this allotment
from Tune 15 through October 15. The effect of the roadless initiative could eliminate the ability
of the penmittees to maintain the fences that require vehicle access to maintain, and may eliminate
the fences all together. These families could no longer effectively continue to manage the
livestock on this allotment,

Water developments used by cattle and wildlife also may not be in accordan.ce with the
vague defmitié)hs of the proposed initiative. The ability of permittees to create and maintain these

improvements needed for environmentally and economically sound grazing practices will be
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impaired. As the improvements depreciate, wear out, or are taken out, the use of the grazing
permits are no longer economically feasible.

The roadless initiative continues to be a concern not only for federal land ranchers and
natural resource users, but also for sportsmen and recreational users of USFS lands. Many
people, including me, view the roadless initiative as an attempt by the present administration to
circumvent the authority of congress and create more "de-facto" wilderness.

USFS planning process. The USFS planning process, itself, is another threat to the
continued use of these permits. Proposed new planning regulations increase uncertainty in a
ranching business. Multiple levels of planning and review, i.e. forest plans, activity plans, or
allotment plans, create further uncertainty and destabilize small family ranching businesses. On
top of the planning process, USFS also has proposals such as the federal unified watershed policy
proposal and USFS transportation proposal.

‘What concerns me about these proposals is that the agency has not undertaken any type of
cumulative analysis. That is, there has been no analysis by USFS on iIOW the cumulative impact of
all these proposals will interact with each other, what type of burden they will impose on society,
on individuals, on ranchers and their family businesses, other affected businesses, and the local
community. The USFS has not conducted any type of evaluation of the economic costs of these
proposals. This is something that must be completed.

The time, energy, and expense required to keep informed and respond to so many
regulations and proposals has jeopardized my ability to continue to find even better ways to
improve rangeland health and wildlife habitat as well as operate my business. Just in the last year,
I estimate that I have spent fifteen workings days and seventeen-hundred dollars responding to

these regulations. And is it all worth it when the final rules come out that show little attention
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was paid to the comments others and I provided? I keep trying because it is the only hope I have
‘of staying in business.

What Difference Does it Make

‘What difference does it make if increased rules and régulations leading to the closing of
USFS grazing allotments forces livestock operators out of business? Critics of federal lands
livestock grazing say that the lands should be reserved for only the wildlife, but they fail to
mention how important the private lands are for wildlife. I spoke before about the livestock
grazing cycle which is also the cycle for much of the wildlife. Wildlife inhabits the uplands for
longer periods than livestock, sooner in the spring and later in the fall, but the majority of the
wildlife survive the winter on private lands. Wildlife managers use both the public and private
lands to make a feasible year round wildlife habitat.

Ranchers provide open space for wildlife as well as winter forage, water, and shelter,
mainly along the river bottoms. Almost 100% of the Wyoming moose make their winter home on
private land. Wildlife suffer when ranchers are forced out of business due to government
regulations and former ranch land is developed.

When a ranch is forced out of busi b of not ing alfl the burdensome

government regulatory requirements, there is a public cost, a public loss, with the loss of open
space and loss of wildlife habitat. The value of this loss may be calculated by comparing the value
of a ranch with a conservation easement attached to it to the value of the same ranch without the
conservation easement. With an easement, the open space and wildlife habitat can be conserved
because the easement can mandate that no development take place. At the same time, the value
of the ranch is significantly reduced because the development rights have been sacrificed. In

Sublette County, where I live, a conservation easement attached to a ranch will reduce the market
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value of that ranch by 40 to 50%. For discussion purposes, if we look at that 40 to 50% as the
value of the development rights, then the open space and wildlife habitat -- as well as the loss to
the public due to development -- would be worth 50 to 60% of the market value of the ranch.
An Uncertain Future

My cattle ranch business has been operated by five generations of my family and for over
100 years. Six years ago, my son, Cotton, then 14 years old, came here to Washington D.C. and
pefsonally explained to President Clinton the intercornnection between private and federal lands
and the importance of non-fee costs associated with grazing on federal lands.

Cotton has always had the dream of being a cattle rancher and was determined to lessen
the governmental threat to his dream. Now six years later, I am here, testifying before this
Committee, about the impact of existing and proposed USFS regulations that still are threatening
to take away both his dream and my hopes. Members of this Committee, I can assure you that the
situation has not improved in the last 6 years. Despite the President's promises, it has only gotten

‘worse.
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Senator ENzI. Thank you.
Our next person to testify is Mr. Tinsley.

STATEMENT OF DEL TINSLEY, OWNER/PUBLISHER, WYOMING
LIVESTOCK ROUNDUP, CASPER, WYOMING, AND MEMBER,
ADVISORY BOARD, UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING COLLEGE OF
AGRICULTURE, LARAMIE, WYOMING

Mr. TINSLEY. Good morning. I want to thank this Committee for
the opportunity to testify and represent the great State of Wyo-
ming. I am a Wyoming small businessman. Wyoming is where I
raised my three children and where I have been self-employed for
the past 25 years. I am a publisher of the Wyoming Livestock
Roundup located in Casper. Our subscription base is 85 percent of
the people engaged in agriculture in Wyoming.

The message I need to communicate to this Committee today is
simple: The State of Wyoming is under attack by the Federal Gov-
ernment. This heavy-handed, regulations-laden government is dis-
torting our wildlife habitat, our open spaces, threatening our cul-
ture and forcing our second-, third-, and fourth-generation ranchers
out of business.

Virtually all of Wyoming is small business, including ranches.
This is why it is so important to tell our story to this Committee.

The Federal Government owns more than 50 percent of the State
of Wyoming, as you can see on the map.

[The map follows:]
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Mr. TINSLEY. Notice the different colors. The colors indicate the
land ownership, including the Federal Government, State and pri-
vate individually-owned land. The purple represents the National
Parks, Yellowstone and Teton, and so forth. The green represents
the National Forest. As you can see, we have five National Forests,
I believe, in the State of Wyoming. The yellow represents the BLM,
and the blue represents the State of Wyoming-owned land, like our
school sections and we have a land trust in Wyoming. Orange rep-
resents the Wind River Indian Reservation, and the white rep-
resents deeded private property. If you look at the map closely you
can see that the western part of the State, in my estimation, is
more than 85 percent federally-owned.

Well, let me explain the ownership of Wyoming and why it be-
came the way it is. Back in the late 1800s and early 1900s during
the Homestead Act, virtually everything on this map that is des-
ignated white and yellow was available for homesteading. Home-
steaders could claim up to 640 acres. It started at 120 and moved
up to 360 and now it is 640 acres because it is getting more arid
the further west we go in our development of this great country.

They had to live on the 640 acres for 1 year. One of the condi-
tions was they had to have a wooden floor in their cabin to what
they call “prove-up” or to get legal title to the property. But as arid
as it is and with water as precious as gold, homesteaders chose to
prove-up on lands with live water. If you can imagine bringing your
family out West and as arid as Wyoming is, if you look at the
drainages in Wyoming you can see that our deeded land is virtually
our river bottoms and our creek flows and that sort of thing.

In later years ranchers started accumulating these homesteads
and assembling ranches. During that same period the Forest Serv-
ice started issuing grazing permits on the forest, making these
units balanced. They summered on the forest; they wintered on
their deeded land.

Today these second-, third-, and fourth-generation ranchers and
families are being forced to reduce the number of livestock they can
graze on the forests. That, coupled with the high cost of operation,
is forcing these stewards of the land out of business. This, in turn,
is leaving the deeded base ranch on the river bottoms vulnerable—
which is very, very good wildlife habitat—vulnerable to subdivi-
sions. As I mentioned earlier, these are prime wildlife habitat
lands. These base operations are also very attractive to the devel-
opers because of the beautiful scenery, abundance of wildlife along
the creek bottoms, and access to the National Forest.

As a result of these developments, critical habitat is being lost
and destroyed forever. The destruction is the exact opposite of what
the Forest Service say they are accomplishing by putting ranchers
out of business.

The poster to my left depicts what used to be a ranch.

[The poster follows:]
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Mr. TINSLEY. The Lathrop Ranch featured about 10,000 acres of
open space and critical wildlife habitat. This is the deeded land on
this ranch. You can see the mountains in the background. That is
where the cattle used to summer. This is critical wildlife habitat
that once served as home to wintering cattle, elk, deer, antelope
and other wildlife. It is now a subdivision. The people living in the
subdivision are now complaining that the displaced wildlife is eat-
ing their shrubbery and there are problems. My wife and I go out
and walk early in the mornings and we see deer on people’s lawns
chewing up their vegetation. Well, this was their winter home. The
people displaced the wildlife.

The people of Wyoming lose a way of life, a culture, when this
is done. But everyone in our Nation loses the magnificent scenery
and wildlife habitat that are provided by those ranching families
that we are losing.

Keeping the Federal land ownership in mind and coupling it with
the fact that Wyoming’s population is only 480,000, we soon realize
that any change in the use dictated by the Forest Service guide-
lines dramatically impacts every man, woman, and child in Wyo-
ming. In all 23 counties in Wyoming, there are people living there
that have forest permits, including Gosham County, which is in
eastern Wyoming on the Nebraska line. There are seven forest
permit-holders there. The people of our State depend upon produc-
tion agriculture and the use of renewable resources—grazing, tim-
ber, minerals, wildlife, and open spaces. Forest Service policies that
destroy the habitat and the landscapes by replacing ranchers with
developments cripple both Wyoming and America.

It was interesting yesterday morning when I picked up our local
statewide paper that the Wyoming News Service did a survey and
they asked people in Wyoming, “What would you ask at the debate
tonight?” Overwhelmingly the people from Wyoming said we would
ask, “Why is our Federal Government shutting down our forests?”
Its affect is overwhelming. And I am not talking about people in
agriculture; I am talking about people on the main streets of Wyo-
ming.

I would like to see this Senate set up a revenue impact study.
Instead of an environmental impact study, let us study the revenue
and what it is going to cost us to implement all of these regulations
and the impact it is going to have on rural Wyoming.

I want to talk just a minute about Yellowstone Park, if you will,
please. Four years ago we went on a pack trip and we went
through the southern part of Yellowstone Park. We went in the
South Gate and made the loop opposite of the way the highway
goes through. We rode through the burned areas with 1-million
acres of the 3-million acres in Yellowstone National Park that were
burned. Today the Canadian thistle, which is a noxious weed, has
grown so thick in that country that you cannot ride a horse
through it. This is what is happening. They will not spray it; they
will not take care of it; but yet they let it burn and it has just done
tremendous damage to our economy. It is a very serious situation.

I want to conclude by thanking you for this opportunity to tes-
tify. I will be real happy to answer any questions that you may
have. I would like to submit some other material with my testi-
mony if I could, please.
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Senator ENZI. We will accept anything for the record that you
want to add to your testimony. We appreciate the additional infor-
mation and we will make sure that Members of the Committee
have it, too.

[The prepared statement and attachment of Mr. Tinsley follow:]
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TRSTIKONY OF DRL TIMSLEY
Publisher, Wyoming hivestock Roundup
before the Senate Committee on Smalil Business
The U.8. Forast Service: Taking a Chain Saw to Small Business
Cctober 4, 2000

I want to thank this committee for the. opportunity to testify and to
represent the great State of Wyoming. I am a Wyoming small businessman.
Wyoming is where I raised my children and where I have been self-employed for
over 25 years. I am the publisher of the Wyoming Livestock Roundup, a weekly
agriculture newspaper, located in Casper. Our subscribers represent over 85%
of the people engaged in agriculture in Wyoming.

The message I need to communicate to you today is simple: the State of
Wyoming is under attack by the Federal government. This heavy-handed,
regulations-~laden government is distorting our wildlife habitat, open spaces,
and threatening our culture and putting a lot of second, third and fourth
generation ranchers out of business.

Virtually all Wyoming businesses, including our ranches are small
businesses. This is why it is so important that we are able to tell our story
to this committee.

The federal an§ state governments own more than 50 percent of the land
in the state of Wyoming. Notice the different colors on the map. The colors
indicate the land ownership, including the federal government, state and
private individuals. Purple represents National Parks, Yellowstone Park,
Teton National Park, etc. Green represents National Forest, Yellow represents
Bureau of Land Management, Blue represents State of Wyoming owned, Orange
represents the Wind River Indian Reservation, and white represents deeded
private property. If you look at the western part of the state, you can

eagily see that over B5 percent of it is federally owned.
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Let me explain the ownership of Wyoming because it is critical to
understanding the disastrous impacts of current federal policy. Back in the
late 1800s and early 1900s during the Homestead Act years, virtually
everything tsat is white and yellow was available for homesteading. The
\ N
homesteaders could claim up to 640 acres and had tc live there a year to
‘prove up,” meaning to get legal title to the property. But Wyoming is arid
and water was as precious as gold, so homesteaders chose tc “prove up” on land
with live water. Those early settlers didn‘t have the ability and resources
to develop water, so they chose to claim lands with river bottoms and creek
drainage areas, which is also some of our most critical wildlife habitat.

In later years, ranchers started assembling these homesteads making them
contiguous ranch units. During that same time, the Forest Service started
issuing grazing permits which provides a balanced livestock feeding program,
usually with summer grazing on the Forest Service land and winter forage on
the deeded land of the river bottoms. To survive, many ranch owners depend
upon grazing livestock on Forest Service land to maintain this balanced
approach.

Today, the Forest Service is forcing these second, third and fourth
generation families to reduce the numbers of livestock grazing on their
forest grazing permits. That, coupled with a higher cost of operation, is
forcing these stewards of the land out of business. This, in turn, is leaving
the deeded base ranch on the river bottoms and drainage areas vulnerable to
subdivision. As I mentioned earlier, these lands are prime wildlife habitat.
These base operations are very attractive to the developers, because of the

beautiful scenery, abundance of wildlife along the creek bottoms and access to
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the Nationmal Forest land. The buyers of these homes and condominiums being
built on the former ranchas are mostly second homeowners and retired people
from cut of state. B&As a result of these developments, critical wildlife
habitat areas are being destroyed forever. This development destruction
following ranches put out of business is the exact opposite of what Forest
Service officials say théy ave accomplishing.

This used to be a rgnch. The Lathrop Ranch, which was 10,000 acres of
open space and critical wildlife habitat. You can ses the mountains in the
background where there was onge a grazing permit. This critical wildlife
habitat once served as home to wintering cattle, elk, deer, antelope, and
other wildlife. It is now a subdivision. Tae people of this subdivision are
now complaining that the wildlife, which has been displaced, is eating their
shrubbery, plants, etc. This is an example of what happens when the Forest
Service drives ranchers out of business with the loss of grazing permits. The
people of Wyoming lose a way of life, a culture. But everyone in our nation
loses the magnificent scenic vistas and wildlife ha;bitat provided by those
ranching> families.

Keeping this ownership in mind and coupling it with the fact that
Wyoming’s population is only 480,000, we soon realize that any change of use
dictated by altered Porest Service guidelines dramatically impacts every man,
woman and child in Wyoming, and, eventually, all of us. Aall 23 counties have
people holding Forest Sewice‘pemits. As & result, every county in our state
is affected by Forest Service policies. The people of cur state &epénd uporn
production agriculture and the use of renewable resources - grazing, timber,

minerals, wildlife and open spaces. But all of the people in our pation
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depend upon those ranchers to continue to aggressively care for that critical
wildlife habitat, those increasingly valuable open spaces, and those tranquil
scenic vistas. Forest Service policies that destroy habitat and landscapes by
replacing ranchers with developments irreparably cripple both Wyoming small
busiensses and the American people.

Thank you for this opportunity to present tbi§ testimony, I will be

happy to answer any questions.






59

AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS DISTRICTS

SOUTHEAST

RATTE | SRR

[aarr

®

SOUTH CENTRAL

o
o ®

-

WYOMING AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

Cover picture courtesy of University of Wyoming, College of Agriculture



60

WYOMING AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS 2080

Compiled by:
WYOMING AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE
1-800.892-1660 )
http://www.nass.usda. goviwy/ -
nass-wy @nass.usda.gov

Richard Coulter State Statistician
Jerry Thorson Deputy State Statistician
Cindy Adarason Agricultural Statistician
Lance Daugherty Agricultural Statistician
Kim Faircloth Agricultural Statistician
Lynn Gentrup Agriculiural Statistician
Michele Burger Editor
Jeanne Lake, Kay Moyer, Jean Pate, and Nancy Worthington Office Staff
Issued Cooperatively by:
WYOMING BUSINESS COUNCIL
Tucker Fagan Chief Executive Officer
Bill Bunce Director, Agribusiness Division

Dr. Steven Horn
Dr. Jim Jacobs
Dr. Edward Bradley

Ronald R. Bosecker
Richard D. Allen

Joseph T. Reilly

THE UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING

Dean, College of Agricuiture
Director, Agriculiural Experiment Station

Head, Department of Agricultural & Applied Economigs

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

Administrator

Associate Administrator and Chairperson,
Agricultural Statistics Board

v

Deputy Administrator for Field Operations



61

TABLE OF CONTENTS

page(s)
AcknOWIEdgEIMENIS . ... .. e 1
Table of Contents . .. e

Bill Bunce, Wyoming Business Council
Dick Coulter, State Statistician . ... ... ... e i i

‘WYOMING HISTORICAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS

Record Highs and Lows in Wyoming Agriculture . .

Crops - Historical Estimates - Acres, Yield, and Production
Winter Wheat . ... .
Spring Wheat
Barley ....
Oats. ...
Dry Beans .
Sugarbeets

Alfalfa and Other Hay .
Livestock - Historical Estimates . .
All Cattle, All Cows, Calf Crop, and Cattle on Feed,

January 1 Inventory NUMDETS . ... .. ..ttt i 16
All Sheep and Lambs, Breeding Sheep, Lamb Crop, and
Wool Production, January 1 Inventory Numbers . ........... ... ... . ... ... 17
All Hogs and Pigs, Breeding Hogs, Market Hogs, and Pig Crop
December 1 Inventory Numbers .. ... ... .. i 18
GENERAL INFORMATION

Wyoming Agriculture, 1998-1999 . . ...
‘Wyoming's Rank in the Nation's Agricuiture . . - . . e
Rank of Wyoming COunties ... .. ... . ..ottt it i e s s
Number of Farms and Ranches ... ... .. e
Value of Farmland and Buildings, Cropland, and Pasture and Private Grazing Fees .
Value Added to U.S. Economty by Agricultural Sector . . . e
Cash Receipts by Commodifies . ... ... . .euitii i e e
Farm and Ranch Production Expenses
Value of Production by Commodities - . . .
County Value of Livestock Inventory and Crop Production .............cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininennnn.s 28

WEATHER DATA

Average Monthly and Annual Temperatures, 1999 .
Monthly and Annual Precipitation, 1999 ... ..
Spring Freeze Hazard Table .. .......
Fall Freeze Hazard Table

D 1 UG AU N
Cattle .

Inventory and Number of Operations, 1991-2000 .. .. 37
Inventory by Class, Wyoming and U.S. .. .. .38
Supply and Disposition ... .39
Production and Income . . - 40
Milk Cows and Milk Production .41
Milk and Cream Marketings . . .42
County Estimates . .. 43-45

Cattle . . . .43

All Cows . . .44

Milk Cows .. .45



Inventory and Number of Operations, 1991-2000 |
Inventory by Class, Lamb Crop and Wool Production
Supply and Dispesition ..............
Production and Income . ........
Sheep and Lamb Losses by Cause
County Estimates - Breeding Sheep .
Hogs ...

m ory by Class and Pig Crop

Supply, Disposition, Production and Income
Chickens - Inventory, Egg Production, and Value

BeesandHoney .......covnvnnninnnann.. .
Red Meat ProdUCHiOn L .. ..o vn ittt ittt ettt e v et e e a ey
CroPDATA
Narrative & Crop Producton IndeX . . . ..ot ciit ittt i et e et ca e ey 62
Acreage & Production by Cropping Practice, 19%0-1999 63-65
Wheat - Winter & Spring .. . RO x4
All Wheat & Barley ..... .. 84
Oats.coovvnoinns .. 65
Corn Production and Valee ............ .65
Sugarbeets & Potatoes Production and Value . 66
Dry Beans Production by Class & Value . ..... . 67
Hay, Alfalfa, Other & All, Acreage and Production by Croppmg ... 68
Swall Grains & Hay Productionand Value ............... ..., . 69
Seed Production, Alfalfa & Dry Beans, Acreage and Production ... 69
Grain & Hay Stocks .70
Winter Wheat Varieties, 1991-2000 P |
Barley Varieties, 1993-1999 ... .. i i ittt et i an 72
Small Grains Distribution Maps
Winter Wheat

Spring Wheat ...
All Wheat ...

PRICE DATA
INBETBIEVE + + e v vvay e e e e s et te s ars ta e n e eaa ettt r e by Cevaaeenaeaaaas 88
Prices Received for Cattle and Sheep - Graphs ........oiiiiii it 8%
Prices Received by Marketing Year & Months,

Livestock and Crops, 19951000 L Lo ittt e e e er e 5092
Index Numbers of Prices Received, Monthly, 1995-1999 . ..., ...... .92
Prices Paid by Parmers and Ranchers, Selected Inputs, April 1996-2000 . 93
Index of Prices Paid by Farmers and Ranchers, U.S., 1995-1000 . .. ... uiinivine e v ierenanrrnnnnnn 93

MISCELLANEOUS DATA
University of Wyoming
Schedule for Agriculturat Statistics Reports .
Subscription Form .. ... iviiiiiinn., 97 98

Where to Find Historical County Estimates inside back cover



WBC

WromiNG BUSINESS
Counci

S
300 S. WoLcorT - SuiTe 200
Caspen, WyomING 82601
AGRIBUSINESS: 1.307.237.4682
MmgRaLs: 1.307.237.4696
Fax: 1.307.237.4699 (FoR pOTH)
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1999
OFFICERS
Jim Geringer, Co-Chairman
Goveror, State of Wyoming
Dave Crum, Co-Chairman
Chief Execurive Officer
Crum Electric Supply, Casper
Les Ball, Vice Chairman
Chief Executive Officer
Corral West Ranchwear, Cheyenric
Roy Whitney, Treasurer
Chief Executive Officer
Hammond, Kennedy, Whitney & Con,
Wheacland
Dan McMuliin, Member
President {Retired)
Mini Mart, Inc.. Casper

Lynn Friess, Meniber
o-Owner
Friess Associates, Jackson

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Clarene Zaw, Chisf Executice Officer

Elk Country Morels, Jacksar .

Jeft Sussman, Presiden:

Louis Dreyfus Property Group, N.Y., N.Y.
Dick Nelson, President

1st National Bank & Trust, Powell

Steve Russel, Plant Manager

Aldila Materials Technotogy, Evanston
Michael Kmetz, President

Incegrated Design Engincering, Luramie

Jon Kirkbride, Owner

Hatding & Kirkbride Livestack Co., Meriden
John Kauchich, CEO {Retired)

Questar Baseline Industries, Inc., Rock Springs
Mike Petera, Director

Three.Five Systems, Tempe, AZ

Tom Perkins, Presidenc
Phoenix Fuel Corporation, Sheridan

STRATEGIC ALLIANCE PARTNERS
Wyoming State Agencies & Representarives
Wyoming Economic Devel. Ascoc

Wyoming Chambers of Comn. Execs
Wyoming Assoc. of Counrics

Wyoming Assoc. of Municipalitics
Wyonting Community Colleges & Commission
Wyoming Bankers Association

Small Business Development Centers
Mid-America Manufacturing Tech. Center
Universicy of Wyoming

Wyoming Business Alliance/Heritage Fd

EXECUTIVE STAFF

John Reardon, Chicf Execurive Officer

Tucker Fagan, General Operations/COO

Joe Di Roceo, Financial Services/CFO

Peter Reis, Human Resources/Support Services

{Opend, Nat'ine’l Business & Industries Devel.

Den Costantine, State Business & Ind. Devel.

(Open}, Tourism & Travel

Bill Bunce, Ageibusiness

Bob Ugland, Minerals & Energy

Steve Acheer, Capital, Infrastructure &
Community Development

Pamela Grothaus, Marketing & Communications

E-mail: info@wyoringbusiness.org
Wabsite: www.wyomingbusiness.org

63

Dear Reader,

I hope that the year 2000 “Millennium”Edition of Wyoming Agriculture
Statistics will serve to be just as useful, as it is historical. The agriculture
industry has changed tremendously in the last 100 years and is evidenced
by the trends and data that are identified in this document.

This is information that producers should be proud of. To that point, this
data gives testament that we can also be proud of the people involved in
the agriculture industry throughout Wyoming. There is a lot that can be
read into the historical crop and livestock records of years past. The
environmental and global conditions that existed during these years were
oftentimes hard. The effects of two World Wars, economic depression,
recession, and drought are all reflected in these figures. Through all of this,
there is 2 wonderful group of people in Wyoming that remain dedicated to
production agriculture.

Wyoming has the finest crop and livestock genetics in the world. Our
horses, cattle, sheep, wheat and hay are recognized and often command a
premium in a global marketplace. It is this quality, that provides us with
the opportunities for profit through diversification, specialization, and
economic efficiencies. It is this quality that allows us to provide the worlds
finest food and fiber. It is this quality that others emulate.

Please take a few minutes, as you go through the statistical information
provided within these pages, to give thanks to the countless producers,
farmers, ranchers, cowboys, and sheep herders that “gave it all they had” to
ensure our way of life, the reputation for quality that we enjoy today, and
for the heritage that they have left us. They have made our lives much
easier than they had it.

Therein also lies the challenge...to continue the quest for continual
improvement. To ensure that the readers of the year “3000" Millennium
Edition of Wyoming_ Agriculture Statistics share our pride.

Sincerely,

M /614/4 e
Bill Bunce
Director, Agribusiness Division
Wyoming Business Council
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Wyomiing PO Box 1148

; Cheyenne WY 82003
Agricultural 1-800-892-1660
Statistics www.nass.usda.goviwy

‘ Service National Agricultural Statistics Service, USDA

Dear Reader,

‘We are proud to present the first edition of “Wyoming Agricultural Statistics” in the new millennjium. It
is testimony to the hard work and dedication of Wyoming’s farm and ranch families that agriculture in
thé 21* century continues to contribute so much to the culture, ic base, and envi 1
stability of Wyoming. I thank all the agricultural producers who continue to make it possible for us to
tell this story of agriculture.

One benefit of having publications like this one that document agricultural activity each year is that it
allows us to review changes over time. The changes in agriculture over the last century are many. A few
highlights for Wyoming would include the change in number of farms and ranches from a high of 18,100
in 1932 to the current level of 9,200 or about half. Increased productivity would be another highlight
with average yields per acre for crops dramatically rising. Winter wheat yields have averaged over 30
bushels per acre in recent years whereas yields didn’t regularly reach 20 bushels per acre until the 1940's.
Dry bean and sugarbeet yields are about double what they were early in the century. Corn grain yields
have made tremendous jumps especially in the last half century.

On the livestock side notable changes would have to include the decline in sheep inventory in Wyoming.
Breeding stock peaked at about 6 million head in 1909 and has now fallen below a half million head.
Cattle inventory has shown a steady increase albeit on a smaller scale than the sheep decline. Cow
numbers have gone from the 300,000 range in the 1920's to over 800,000 head now.

This publication also reflects the hard work of my office staff and NASDA enumerator staff. Ithank
them. We expanded our local teleph staff this year and opened a new data collection
center in Cheyenne. We are helping other States like Colorado and Nebraska with their survey data
collection. This was a big undertaking and we are proud of the facility and staff we now have in place.
If you are in Cheyenne, we would love to show it to you.

Here is hoping that the new millennium brings many good things for Wyoming agriculture.
Sincerely,

Dick Conlter

State Statistician
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RECORD HIGHS AND LOWS IN WYOMING AGRICULTURE:
PRICES RECEIVED BY FARMERS AND RANCHERS

CrOPS
Year Marketing Year Average Price Monthly Price
Crop Series | Record
Began Year l Price Month/Year Price
Dollars Dollars
perBu. per Bu,
Al Wheat 908 High 1993 460 Mazy 1596 .25
Low 1932 31 Nov 1932 & Jen 1533 26
All Barley 1908 High 1989 & 1991 3.42 Nov 1985 3.99
Low 1932 .26 Jan 1933 22
Oats 1908 High 1988 245 Jul 1988 2.86
- Low 1932 .28 Nov & Dec 1932 & Jan 1933 22
Corn for Grain 1908 High 1995 350 Jul 1996 4.89
Llow 1932 - A8 Noy 1932 24
All Dry Beans 1/ 1912 THigh 1989 29.90 Jan 1990 3720
Low 1931 173 Feb 1933 120
Sugabeets 2/ 1924 High 1980 50.90 (No monthly data available)
Low 1938 433
Fall Potatoes 1/ 1909 High 1997 840 (No monthly data available)
Low 1932 50
AllHay 2/ 1908 High 1997 83.00 Mar, Apr & M? 1997 94.00
Low 1932 6.00 Nov 193 5.50
/Doltars per cwt.
2/Daltars per ton.
LIVESTOCK
Year Marketing Yeas Average Price Monthly Price
Species Series | Record
Began Year Price Month/Year Price
Dolfars Doljars
per Cwt, perCw.
Beef Cattle 1910 High 1993 78,10 Fely 2000 83.40
Low 1933 330 Deg 1933 305
Beef Cows ’ 1953 High 1990 57.30 Feb 1990 60.60
Low 1954 92.80 Nov & Dec 1955 320
Calves 1910 High 1990, 1991 & 1993 101.00 Mar 1991 112.00
Low 1933 & 1934 440 Dec 1923 3.90
Steers & Heifers 1953 High 1993 $6.70 Nov 1990 91.00
Low 1955 17.10 Feb 1936 1470
Milk Cows V2 1910 High 1999 120000 Mar, Apr & May 1974 430.00
Low 1934 31.08 Dec 1933 & Jan 1934 27.80
Hogs . 1910 High 1982 53.60 Aug 1982 6160
Low 1933 3.08 Jan 1933 235
Sheep 1910 High 1997 38.70 Jul 1997 46.20
Low 1932 2.05 Oct 1932 1.80
Lambs 910 High 1997 9430 Apr 1997 10200
low 1932 410 Nov 1931 360
Wool 3/ 910 High 1988 1.63 Maé 1988 180
Low 1932 . 08 gl ulk Aug 1932 o7

1/Dollars per head.
2/Montbly prices discontinued in June 1976.
3/Dollars per pound not including incentive payment. Monthly prices discontinued in 1994.
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RECORD HIGHS AND LOWS IN WYOMING AGRICULTURE:
CROP PRODUCTION AND LIVESTOCK INVENTORIES

N CROPS
 Field b T o 1 Acreage ] Yield | Production
Crops Begin [ “Harvested | Year | Unit | PerAce | Yew | Total Year
‘Winter Wheat 1909 High 324000 1952 Bu 360 1995 8470000 1972
Low 13000 1909 Bu 60 1919 204,000 1919
Spring Wheat 1909 High 232000 1928  Bu 2o U 3248000 1928
Low £600 1901 Bu. 85 1919 120,000 1951
Barley 1899 High 160,000 ” Bu. 80.0 1995 10,560,000 1985
Low 1,000 5 Bu 55 1900 3000 1960
Oats 1889 High 165000 1929 Bu. 640 1995 4950000 . 1947
Low 15000 1889 Bu. 175 1919 399,000 1889
Corn for Grain 1919 High 140000 1935 Bu. 1350 197 7.620000 1998
Low 7,000 4 Bu. 72 1934 161,000 1053
Dry Beans 1919 High 12000 1943 Cwt 26 1997 1328000 1947
Low 1,000 5/ Cwt. 30 1919 3000 1919
Sugarbeets 1924 High 69,100 1992 Toms 240 198 1437000 1992
Low 23000 1994 Toms 08 1945 230,000 1924
Fall Potatoes 1900 High 34000 1932 Cwt. 300 o 1980 1933
: Low 400 1998 Cwt 22 1911 120 1998
Alfalfa Hay 1919 High 660000 199  Tons 27 U 1782000 1999
Low 285000 1949 Toms [ ] 412,000 1934
Other Hay 1919 High 822000 1949  Tons 16 9 1020000 1991
Tow 460,000 1919 Tons 06 1934 326000 1934
171989, 1992, 1993 471953, 1954 771995, 1997, 1999
2/1984, 1985 511919, 1920, 1921 871924, 1930, 1931, 1934
371899, 1900 /1997, 1098 971993, 1999
LIVESTOCK
Year | January 1 Inventory or Production
Livestock and Wool Estimates Record —
Began [ Unit Total T Year
All Cartle & Calves 1867 High Head 1,690,000 1975
Low Head 36,000 1867
Beef Cows 1925 High Head 874,000 1998
Low Head 281,000 1926
Milk Cows 1870 High Head 78,000 1934
Low Head 1,000 1
Castle on Feed 1930 High Head 127,000 1983
Low Head 6,000 1935
All Sheep 1920 High Head 3,972,000 1932
Low Head 570,000 2000
Breeding Sh 1867 High Head 6,023,000 1909
P Low Head 37000 1867
Market § 1920 . Hi Head 300,000 1940
hecp Hoen Head 35,000 2
Wool 1909 High 1,000 Ebs. 46978 1909
Low 1,000 £bs. 4,930 1999
Hogs & Pigs 3/ 1876 High Head 170,000 1928
Low Head 1,000 ¥

1/1870, 1871, 1872, 1873 3/Decermber 1 inventory.
/1921, 1922 4/1876, 1877, 1878, 1?119‘ 1880, 1881, 1882.
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HISTORICAL WINTER WHEAT ESTIMATES: WYOMING

Pitd | Hvstd | Yield | Prod Pird | Hystd | Yield | Prod Pid | Bvsd. | Yidd | Prod -
Yo ooares | e e Yo 0ses | b Hooo Y000 s Lo
1909 B B we B P; WS BS 120 1380 wn. 26 . ;s 3o 737
w0 2 21 10 1|14 160 147 230 3381 |19m 28, 242 . 380 °§4m
1911 277 25 120 3001942 168 156 215 3354 | 1973 - 295" 270° 230 . 6210
w2 35 3} 150 480 | 1943 178 158 210 3318 | 1974 312, 288" . 2400 6912
w3 3 3% 7o 510 1s4 185 131 119 1SS | 1975 . 33 39 250 7728
1914 53 51 169 - 16|95 192 162 190 3078 | 1676 330, 295 240 7,088
1915 . 60, 50 180 1062|1946 213 199 265 5274 | 1977 327 260 200 5200
96 s 61 120 7321947 251 235 205 4818 | 1978 327 275 260 7,150
BT 54 46 100 460 | 1948 276 247 200 4940|1979 320 267 220 . 587
e 42 38 MO s 1849 288 275 195 5362 | 1980 35 . 295 280 8360
1919 35 34 60 204|195 285 270 190 5130 | 1981  280.. .270. 300 8100
19207 50 45 200 900 | 1951 322 284 180 5112 | 1982 - 300- 285 290, * 8765
931 m 34 B0, 6121952 361 324 160 5186 | 1983 320, | 250 - 3307 8250.
W2 . 38 3 IS0 S0 1953 361 314 170 5338 | 1984 300 260 280- 72800
123 1 26 BS . 34956 289 204 1LS 2346 | 1985 290 230, 220 5060
94 31 28 1407 392 |1955 263 214 190 4066 | 1986 . 290. . 230 300 6900
1956 289 238 185 4403 [ 1987 . - 270 40, 3100 Hd0
1957 283 257 220 565 | 1988 . 220; 185 a0
wss 297 267 |0 476 | 198 25 193
1959 252 227 220 4994|1990 2201 . 205
1960 239 211 230 4853 | 1991~ 22501 200, ¢
961 2@ 2 220 466 | 1992 22012000
1962 23 15T 200 3740 | 1993 - 2. 0.
1963 238 211 200 4220 | 200
6| we 2 200 2o 4400
Tioes 261, 180 120 2160
1966 243 221 210 4641
1967 318 281 280 7868
Yes 296 256 310 7936
1969 266 224 200 4480
41970 231 196 290§
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HISTORICAL SPRING WHEAT ESTIMATES: WYOMING

Pitd | Hvsta | Yield | Prod. Pitd | Hvstd | Yield | Prod Pid | Hvstd | Yield. | Prod
Yo | oo0ames | buss 1,3:0 Year [ oooscres | bwss 1000 Year 1000 | buas | 100
1909 29 178 516 | 1940 132 99 120 1188 | 1971 23 180250 450
1910 35 150 525 | 1941 9 8 170 1513 1972 15 12300 360
1911 45 160 720 | 1942 76 70 170 1,190 | 1973 16 1 250 215
1912 44 195 858 | 1943 92 8 160 1344 | 1974 23 18 210 378
1913 6 175 1,138 | 1944 97 84 149 1252 | 1975 25 2. 240 52
1914 63 135 850 | 1945 % 82 165 1353 | 1976 4 35 250 875
1915 68 195 1326 | 1946 88 82 190 1,558 | 1977 2 21 200 420
1916 90 135 1215 | 1947 96 o1 195 1,774 | 1978 % 19 240 456
1917 120 160 1920 [ 1948 108 95 180 1,710 | 1979 21 20 240 - 480
1918 160 200 3200|1949 104 94 162 1,523 | 1980 27 20 180 . 360
119 167 . 150 &5 1275 | 1950 83 78 160 1248 | 1981 17 9 200. I8
1920 166 156 - 155 2418 | 1951 100 91 180 1,638 | 1982 25 24 300. 720
1921 169 161 125 2,012 | 1952 92 81 175 1,418 | 1983 2% 21 340 T4
1922 145 145 120 1740 | 1953 110 99 150 1485 | 1984 25 2 360 %2
1923 157 49 115 1,714 | 1954 66 48 125 600 | 1985 21 18 260 468
1924 <118 116 120 1392 | 1955 70 63 180 1134 | 1986 29 27 350 945
1925 - 146 . 130 13.0 - 1,807 | 1956 55 45 165 742 | 1987 2 18 250 450
1926 1886 < 177 140 2478 | 1957 4 31 230 713 | 1988 21 13360 3%
1927 212 200 150 3,000 | 1958 35 32 220 704 | 1989 20 11 420 462
1928 247, 232 140 3248 | 1959 4 38 190 646 | 1990 12 6 280 - 168
1920 218 - 209 125 2613 | 1960 35 30 200 600 | 1991 7 4 300 120
1930 190 178 110 1,958 | 1961 39 26 170 442 | 1992 17 18 420 - 588
931 207 75 110 825 | 1962 28 23 240 552 | 1993 18 13 420 546
1932 182 123 120 . 1,476 | 1963 33 30 220 660 | 1994 3 20 350 700
1933 1800 123 100 1230 | 1964 23 21 200 420 | 1995 25 20 380 . . 760
19347 142 3 112 594 | 1965 29 26 180 468 | 1996 30 26 300 780
1995 0 s 127 N0 - 1397 | 1966 27 18 180 324 | 1997 20 17 360 612
193 isé o83 105 872 1967 28 2% 240 576 | 1998 W10 3007 3%
19377 C173. . TiaST 1S 1,668 | 1968 2 18 230 414 | 1999 10 8 360 288
1938 196 173 135 2336 | 1969 19 15 225 338
1930 0131 87 129 112 | 1970 20 17__ 240 408
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.

HISTORICAL BARLEY ESTIMATES: WYOMING

Pid | Hostd | Yied | Proa Pitd | Hystd | Yield | Prod Pitd | Hsd: | ¥
Year 1,000 acres bu/dc .- ";’“00 Year 1,000 acres bw/ac 1,‘3030 ?qu + 1,000 acres b
1899 R w2 dal1em 107 © 180 1242|1967 11 96
1900 ’ 1 8s 8| 1934 30 38 220 836 [1968 - 1B 108 }
1901 . 2245 F49( 1935 81 66 235 1551 | 1969 1327 116, ;
1902 2 240 48| 1936 90 38 205 779 [ 1970 . 140
1503 2. ;s owem 80 68 270 1836 | 197 0 4o
1904 S3 ;00 66| 1938 %0 74 275 2,035 19712 139
1905 42800 12| 1930 91 73 281 2,051 [1973 0 1400
1906 5 205 102 1940 100 87 270 2349 | 1974 - 140
1907 6 230 138 1941 104 97 320 3,104 [“1975 T 140
1908 7210 147|192 128 112 270 3004 |'1976 :!46,
1909 G922 f199 1943 145 120 300 3870 1977 150
910 7 U 10 180 180|194 146 131 310 406l [ 1978 160
1911 C 12 200 2647|1945 143 124 300 3720 197 . 158
1912 12 0266 321194 154 144 300 4320 [ 1980 . 145
1913 40245 343 | 1947 149 138 320 4416 | 1981 . 145
1914 17. 250 425 | 1948 177 150 275 4372 {1982 | 155
1915 i6 305 4881949 168 151 298 4,500 ['1983 160
1916 16 5 - 360|190 178 151 280 4228 |1984. . 170
1917 16 265 424. 1951 153 134 340 4,556 | 1985 170 5
1918 13,3500 43591952 138 117 305 3568 | 1986 155 145
1919 § 145 16| 193 120 101 215 2778 1987 s
1920 § 260 2087 195 162 120 245 2560|1988 i3 i
1921 10. 0205 2051955 130 110 280 3,080 '19,139,, St
1922 14 200 2941956 120 100 270 2700 | 1990 ' 4%
1923 To.200 215 4301957 122 112 370 4,144 | 199 . MO
1924 26 230 265 472.[1958 120 105 370 3885 | 1992 :
1925 49 3 a0 w5 | 1o 130 117 310 3,627 [1993 -
1926 51 48 255 1224|1960 114 96 320 3,072 | 1994
1927 77 73270 1917 [ 1961 124 103 330 3,399 | 1995 100
1928 1. 104 240 2496 | 1962 130 112 370 4,144 [ 1996 125
1929 152 137 205 2808 (1963 131 118 360 4248 ns
1930 . 170 145 195 282811964 122 107 370 3959, |, ; ;’og .
1931 M6 71 1S 1242|1965 137 125 430 575 i)
1932 119" 86 200 1720 | 1966 . 123 98 350 3430
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HISTORICAL QAT ESTIMATES: WYOMING
Yield || Prod Pitd | Hyvstd | Yield | Prod Pitd | Hvstd | Yield | Prod

Year Year
1000 1000acres | bume | 1000 1000 acres | buiac | 1000
J . b bu . bu.

3.0 496 | 1928 155 147 270 3,969 | 1965 136 106 420 4452

S350 . 493 11920 212 165 245 4042 | 1966 - 12 67 360 2412
285 342 [ 1930 213 162 225 3,645 | 1967 109 85 460 3910
19305 - 50| 1931 147 86 225 1935 [ 1968 9% 68 480 3264
S19 285 0 5420 1932 185 127 230 2921 | 1969 111 78 400 3120
23 ‘ysx.d 713 | 1933 231 149 210 3129 | 1970 12 79 490 38Ti

1897 I - 25 218 688 | 1934 141 63 255 1,606 | 1971 9 71 470 3337
1898 % 295 . 708|135 15 260 3250 | 192 78 53 500 2650
89 Siag D284 767 1936 183 77 250 1,925 | 1973 7 52 440 2288
1900, TR 132105 270 2835 | 197 70 47 380 -1786
1901 ¢ 17 124 280 3472|1975 & . 50 410 2050
i s 95 287 2,72 | 1976 T4 S6- 468 2576
1903 138 102 285 2907|1977 8§ 51 380 1,938
1904 155 125 316 3875 | 1978 81 . 56 560 3,136
19057 1 140 126 310 3906 | 1979 - 81 - 52 440 2288
1ot 47 129 285 3,676 | 1980 80 51 450 2,295

: 1997? 182 150 314 4710 [ 1981 80 - 51 450 - 2295

193 164 300 4920 [ 1982 . 85 55 S50 3025
14153 305 4666 [ 1983 96 . 69 - 490 3381
160 150 30 4950 | 198 130 " L0 480 3200
12 143 300 4200 195 96 45 450 . 2,008
77 134 305 4087 1986 . 92 0056 5000 200
186 152 320 4,864 | 1987 75 a5 480 2205
186 149 315 a6os | 1988 90 - 35 3se 1228
B 145 310 4405 | 1989 : D30 49 140

184 129 280 3,612 | 1990,
162 95 260 2470 |'1991
146 13 290 3277 1992 3
134 93 310 2883 1993 . 3S
112 4,032
109 4142
3,366
145 %2 30 282
3,060
3,760
3478
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HISTORICAL DRY BEAN ESTIMATES: WYOMING

Piid | Hstd | Yield | Prod Pitd | Fvtd | Yield | Prod P | Hvsid | Vielt | Prod
Yo w0 | e 0 e e | e povid Yeas 109wy .| “Bs. ‘«?%"“
w1 1 s 3lmes s s 139 ;s lwm 2w e
1920 k 1 1 800 3 1947 2 107 1241 1328 1374 oo 23 )
w1 PoA0 . 7ieas 9% 95 1260 LI97 1975 28 . as
el 2. 2 et B4 8 81 1368 Lis 4996 26 <25
B s 5. sw o5\ &7 6 tan W w34 om
1824 8‘ - § 573 46 1 1951 56 52 1,204 626 | 1978 E ‘30 o

1925 I 10 740 71952 48 48 1383 684 [ 1979 | 34 ¢ TR
w6 ¥6 15 . 633 eS| w953 56 55 1453 799 odo 4 45
W2 B L. 1888 9| 1954 66 56 1448 s [ w98l s w
e 242 . 865 199 | 1955 3% 53 nue  ose | w2 o a6 . 35
20 -3 ae 6 gsk]ess  s4 sz LS00 O MBS WU Ig
130 0B o3 L0020 3| 1957 s s6 1550 !
: 918 rlwss M T LS LIS
65 7% U4 LS00 L10
& 64 1450
57 55 1,69
52 1200
34 83 1,680
500 48 1415
50 46 1480
4% 44 1650
38 38 1650
a4 150
3t 30 1585
32 3 L6

27 2 180
27 26 1300




72

HISTORICAL SUGARBEET ESTIMATES: WYOMING

Pitd ‘ Hvstd | Yield | Prod Pitd | Hvstd | Yield | Prod Pitd | Hvstd | Yield | Prod
Y Loonacres | o [ 000 | YT o g [ ron 1000 | YO ey | on | 1000
1924 240 230 104 239 | 1950 380 36.0 126 434 § 1976 571 564 207 1,167
1925 300 290 126 364 | 1951 324 312 14.0 438 | 1977 49.5 484 196 949
1926 400 360 108 388 | 1952 349 340 13.8 468 | 1978 495 48.8 189 922
1927 39.0 370 1.6 431 | 1953 356 339 14.9 504 | 1979 489 482 188 906.
1928 460 44.0 10.5 462 | 1954 39.6 363 13.1 475 | 1980 45.6 453 226 1,024
1929 54.0 470 104 487 | 1955 345 303 139 421 | 1981 45.2 449 240 1078
1930 47.0 460 14.0 646 | 1956 349 337 140 472 | 1982 39.8 384 211 810
1931 520 49.0 .3 552 | 1957 378 36.9 5.1 559 | 1983 326 321 19.2 616
1932 20 400 12.6 506 | 1958 38.6 376 159 596 | 1984 329 327 200 654
1933 55.0 520 114 593 | 1959 404 38.0 162 616 | 1985 502 49.4 209 1,032
1934 520 420 103 434 | 1960 425 41.5 153 635 | 1986 51.0 50.5 198 1,000
1935 420 Quw 13.1 525 { 1961 53.7 51.6 13.7 706 | 1987 54.1 534 211 1,127
1936 53.0 44.d 110 486 | 196z 515 48.7 126 612 | 1988 565 56.0 203 1,137
V1937 49.0 410 13.0 612 | 1963 587 57.6 174 1,000 | 1989 61.8 593 192 1,139
1938 56.0 53.0 129 684 | 1964 66.1 64.0 135 864 | 1990 65.0 63.8 205 1,308
1939 55.0. 490 110 539 | 1965 55.0 53.3 124 662 | 1991 69.0 664 206 1,368
1940 49.0 410 142 667 | 1966 52.0 473 16.5 779 | 1992 710 69.1 208 1,437
1941 40.0 ' 39.0 13.6 530 | 1967 53.5 512 16.6 849 { 1993 66.0 64.4 197 1,269
1942 49.0 43.0 10.5 451 | 1968 64.5 62.1 162 1,003 | 1994 63.0 61.3 180 1,103
1943 26.0 25.0 10.8 270 | 1969 68.8 67.4 18.6 1,254 | 1995 63.0 61.5 203 1,249
1944 31.0 28.0 110 307 { 1970 61.2 59.0 162 935 | 1996 58.0 56.8 189 1,074
1945 370 35.0 98 343 | 1971 64.2 61.7 200 1,234 | 1997 63.0 609 204 1,240
1946' 400 36.0 117 420 ( 1972 59.0 572 200 1,146 | 1998 56.0 534 203 1,084
1947 39.0 36.0 127 457 | 1973 558 54.1 182 985 | 1999 580 57.1 211 1,205

1948 340 2710 115 310 | 1974 549 53.5 184 983

l’»949‘ 300 280 14.5 406 | 1975 383 S7.7 184 1,060
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HiSTORICAL CORN ESTIMATES: WYOMING

Corn | Hystd Hvstd Corn | Hvstd Hustd
Al fmj Yield { Prod lfor Yield | Prod Al for Yield | Prod for Yield | Prod

Pitd | Grain Silage Year {_Pltd | Grain ..Siage
50 185 o5 2 6.0 12 | 1960 61 20 510 1,020 32 105 336
68 150 1,020 2 58 12 | 1961 59 20 600 1,200 31 130 403
36 195 1,092 3 73 22 | w82 58 g 400 320 39 10.0 390
88 180 1,534 § 6.3 32 § 1963 55 17 550 935 i3 128 350
237 86 103 903 3 34 10§ 1964 52 4 510 798 2% 1Lp 319
218 99 i85 1,832 5 &7 34 | 1965 51 4 500 00 27 110 297
201 92 150 1,380 1 7.1 7§ 1966 57 14 630 910 37 1.5 426
183 93 185 1,720 6 6.5 39 | 1867 36 20 760 1400 32 14.5 464.
183 &9 166 1,104 2 31 10 11968 61 22 750 1650 2 123 363
172 7% 140 1,064 2 10 14 § 1969 66 22 728 1,595 37 133 300
193 B0 185 1480 2 80 16 } 1970 &5 30 650 1930 29 140 406
202 72 10.5 756 2 40 8] 1971 74 29 780 2,262 39 13.5 527
268 79 105 830 3 4.0 12 11972 78 27 850 2,298 46 15.0 690
257 90 126 1,080 4 56 20 41973 86 30 8.0 2670 4% 150 133
247 3% 7z 281 10 28 2B {914 88 2% e 2089 53 1490 742
247 140 115 1,610 5 5.4 27 1975 81 20 808 1600 54 1435 783
226 66 105 693 9 3.0 27 1 1976 81 22 870 1914 54 153 837
249 123 120 1,500 7 20 14 [ 1977 89 30 850 2,550 55 135 T43
192 88 135 1,188 7 4.5 32 {1 1978 87 34 816 2,754 45 155 698
161 58 jead 737 7 43 30§ 1979 87 2% 816 151 54 165 891
i34 55 120 660 7 40 28 § 1988 87 37T 910 3589 45 160 720
160 68 178 1136 B 6.0 48 | 1981 38 46 1100 5060 40 170 680
130 48 17.3 840 7 50 35 | 1982 92 49 1050 5145 40 18.0 720
120 4 150 660 6 4.5 27 | 1983 110 68 1040 7,072 39 17.0 663
86 32 152 486 5 5.0 23} 1984 112 & 1000 6,000 48 17.0 816
77 23 165 478 3 53 16 | 19835 114 33 980 53194 36 183 924
65 24 ity 432 3 6.0 18 § 1986 90 31 1148 5814 35 i85 866
57 21 175 368 5 6.5 32 11987 20 41 1110 4551 35 19.0 665
50 12 200 240 7 10 49 11988 83 53 1220 6466 30 180 340
54 12 221 265 8 77 62 | 1989 kY 41 95.0 3,895 47 16.0 752
55 % 190 304 iz &5 78 | 1998 96 S 1206 6000 33 198 741
54 1™ 210 221 it 15 75§ 1991 80 4 1190 5831 3B 189 570
56 1 220 242 22 80 176 § 1992 90 53 980 5194 33 160 528
60 7T 230 161 29 8.0 232 | 1993 95 44 800 3,520 46 160 736
64 7 330 231 28 73 204 | 1994 80 48 1220 5856 30 180 540
76 18 300 540 34 9.0 306 § 1995 80 448 1040 4992 29 176 493
67 18 358 02 26 7.8 182 l§96 85 ‘50 1230 6150 33 180 594
66 21 440 94 28 8.0 252 1957 83 52 1350 7,020 32 210 672
62 15 510 765 30 9.5 285 | 1998 95 60 1270 7,620 34 190 646
63 22 565 1,43 25 9.7 242 {1999 83 52 1180 6136 31 200 620.
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HISTORICAL ALFALFA HAY ESTIMATES: WYOMING

Hvstd | Yield | Prod Hvstd | Yield | Prod Hvstd | Yield | Prod
Year T30 | tony | 1,000 | Year [T1500 | twny | 1,000 | Y2 [T1,000 | tons’ | 1,000
acres. BCTe tons. ACIes acre tons. ACTES acre tons
1919 330 160 528 | 1946 348 155 539 | 1973 483 225 1,087
1920 418 175 732 | 1947 306 165 505 | 1974 500, 215 1,075
1921 421 1.55 653 | 1548 288 155 446 | 1975 530 235 1,246
1922 47 150 626 | 1949 285 165 470 | 1976 515 - 230 1,185
1923 421 150 632 | 1950 308 150 462 | 1977 525 2460 1,050
1924 400 140 560 | 1951 333 170 566 | 1978 530 235 1,246
1925 396 155 614 | 1952 376 180 677 | 1979 545 240 1,308
1926 388 160 621 | 1953 47 175 730 | 1980 505 215 1,086
1927 376 160 602 | 1954 09 165 675 | 1981 550 245 1,348
1928 384 155 595 1 1955 458 175 802 | 1982 565 250 1413
1929 399 155 618 | 1956 463 175 810 | 1983 500 250 1250
1930 390 140 546 | 1957 482 190 916 | 1984 510 - 245 1250
1931 - 360 140 504 | 1958 487 190 925 | 1985 440 220 968
1932 380 145 551 | 1959 468 L70 796 | 1986 600 250 1,500
1933 400 150 600 | 1960 463 155 718 | 1987 570 240 1368
1934 301 1.40 412 | 1961 468 185 866 | 1988 520 230 1,196
1935 36 170 588 | 1962 468 205 959 | 1989 520 230 1,196
1936 318 160 509 | 1963 463 210 972 | 1990 570 240 1,368
1937 24 170 551 | 1964 486 195 948 | 1991 640 250 1,600
1938 305 165 503 | 1965 437 210 918 | 1993 5200 230 1,196
1939 300 155 465 | 1966 424 190 806 | 1993 640 250 1,600
1940 30 170 561 | 1967 437 235 1,027 | 1994 610. 230 1,403
1941 360 175 630 | 1968 445 205 912 | 1995 640 270 1,728
1942 378 165 624 | 1969 449 2400 898 | 1996 620 240 1,488
1943 370 175 648 | 1970 453 220 997 { 1997 640 270 1,728
1944 376 170 629 | 1971 458 230 1053 | 1998 600 260 1,560
1945 363 175 635 | 1972 474 225 1067 | 1999 660 270 1,782
HISTORICAL OTHER HAY ESTIMATES: WYOMING

Hvstd | Yield | Prod Hvstd | Yield | Prod

Year [ "7g00 | tony/ | LOOO | Y€ [T 1000 | twny | 1,000

AaCTes acre tons acres acre tons

1919 460 08 367 | 1946 743 69 675

1920 530 L1 587 | 1947 774 1.0 760

1921 577 10 569 | 1948 729 07 514

1922 599 10 627°| 1949 822 09 740

1923 - 605 12 79| 1950 798 08 652

1924 636 10 617 | 1951 782 09 705

1925 639 11 684 | 1952 780 09 702

1926 625 12 721.| 1953 742 09 703

1927 625 11 762 | 1954 575 038 442

1928 630 11 €91 1955 640 09 565

1929 642 1.0 614 1956 615 09 547

1930 .. 617 09 560.| 1957 670 1.0 692 |

588 07 410¢| 1958 662 1.0 673

s 08 520°| 1959 625 09 558

743 08 ; 5847| 1960 598 0.8 473

533 06 326 | 1961 653 09 561

696 09 630-| 1952 727 09 649

631 038 481 | 1963 687 09 599

688 09 .- . 623.| 1962 694 1.0 665

‘673 08 594 1965 727 09 677 |

) L8523 | 1966 647 09 609

1967 727 1.1 815 |

1968 669 1.0 648

1969 641 1.0 662 |

1970 700 11 756

1971 7